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PREFACE 


'Phis unabashed, old-fashioned exercise in cogitation—-performed 
without the benefit of any task force or research team—was originally 
prompted by curiosity about the lesser known and untranslated works 
of the Italian, Gaetano Mosea, whom the Anglo-Saxon academic 
reader has met only as the author of The Ruling Class. 'I’lial work 
summed up the intellectual labors of a man who had been the con¬ 
temporary of both Marx and Mussolini. 

As The Ruling Class was merely the elaboration of ideas conceived 
forty years before, I have treated at some length the work of Mosca's 
youth, the germinal, peremptory Teorica, so as to contrast it to the 
conciliatory later master work. The purpose—of what had been in¬ 
tended as a monograph—is to show how Mosea began as a champion 
of contemporary antidemocratic thought (because the democratic 
way as he conceived of it led straight into the Marxist bog), and 
how he ended up by shrinking from the consequences of his own 
ideas when the Duce, an ex-Marxist, took him at his word. 

In the course of this investigation, other untranslated writings of 
the author were consulted, in particular the works of his old age, for 
it was then that Gaetano Mosea gave his doctrine of the ruling class 
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vi Preface 

its final fonn, the brief and lucid piece which is here presented as a 
special Supplement (pp. 382 ff.). 

Whoever speaks of Mosca cannot remain silent about Michels and 
Pareto, or about Karl Mannheim, Joseph Schumpeter, and C. Wright 
Mills, llic theory of the elite has indeed been “a dominant theme in 
the history of Western thought in the last three generations.” ‘ Tlius, 
the study grew into something else besides. No comprehensive survey 
and evaluation of elitist thought has been aimed at, but some of its 
most disturbing implications are considered and some tentative con¬ 
clusions offered. 

It is still true that all roads lead to Rome, but it is also true that 
some of them arc better paved than others. It was Professor Mario 
Einaudi who pointed out to this researcher the particular road which 
led him into the Quirinal. 'I'licrc Minister Bernardo Mosca proved 
to be much more than helpful: he was a true friend. Without him, 
this commentary on his father’s work could never have been written. 
From the inner recesses of the palace came additional support, for 
which the struggling stranger was most grateful to the lifelong friend 
of Gaetano Mosca: the distinguished second president of the Repub¬ 
lic, Professor Luigi Einaudi. Another friend and colleague of Mosca, 
Professor Emilio Crosa of the University of Turin, was most gracious 
in conveying needed information. 

On this side of the Atlantic, thanks arc due the University of 
Michigan for granting a sabbatical leave of absence, and the Horace 
II. Rackham School of Graduate Studies for a generous travel sub¬ 
sidy. A special acknowledgment is owed Dr. Bernardo Mosea for per¬ 
mitting me to translate and quote from the Italian editions of Mosca’s 
works, and to McGraw-Hill Co., publishers of The Ruling Class, for 
their permission to quote freely from that text. 

Finally, I wish to state for the record that this study was com¬ 
pleted in spite of my wife’s abounding interest and patience. As for 
the debt I owe to other authors, the responsibility for my conclusions 
must remain entirely theirs. 


Ann Arbor, July, 1956 


James H. Meisel 
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'I’lic Myth of the Ruling Class 




INTRODUCTION 


Islitisni—at its crudest the notion tliat The l"c\v should rule be¬ 
cause they do in fact rule, and less crudely the contention that, 
since only a few can rule, I’hc Many do not and never will—is, of 
cfiursc, no longer a novel notion. It has become if not the new creed 
—our secular religion of popular sovereignty is still too vigorous for 
that—then in any ease the coinnion parlance among those who like 
to think of themselves as members of Arnold Toynbee’s Creative 
Minorities. The New Conserv^atism, of which one hears so much 
nowadays, surely derives much of its raisoti d'etre from the very sense 
of importance which the elitist writers assign to this secondary stratum 
of the ruling class: the all-important subelite which rationalizes what 
the rulers do today and articulates what will be public opinion to¬ 
morrow. 

'rhis study is not meant to be '‘objective.” It is inspired by the 
hope that this country will remain immune to the new creed—a formi¬ 
dable creed, because it can lay claim to a high degree of factual 
truth. To deal with that truth we shall do well to accept, with the 
least possible amount of fuss, what seems to be fairly valid in the 
elitist argument. Tliere really is no point in denying the historic evi- 

3 



4 The Myth of the Ruling Class 

dcnce showing that Tlie Many hardly ever rule, in the sense that 
major policy decisions could be called the direct result of the will of 
the majority. 

What is proposed, then, is to do battle on the ground claimed 
by the clilist offensive (if it is indeed an offensive and not a mere 
rearguard action). Acknowledging most of the points made by the 
New Machiavellians (an honorific term bestowed upon the “defend¬ 
ers of freedom,” Sorel, Mosca, Michels, and Pareto, by James Burn¬ 
ham *), we will, in the following, understand elite rule to imply the 
collective manipulation of the masses by a small leadership group or 
by several such groups. We shall assume that all the members of the 
elite are alert to their group interest or interests; that this alertness 
is in turn caused or affected by a sense, implicit or explicit, of group 
or class solidarity; and last, that this solidarity is expressed in a com¬ 
mon will to action. Iwcn such a novel phenomenon as the bureauc¬ 
racy that manages the Soviet Union under the direction of the Party 
shall be given the elitist benefit of doubt, although “we know about it 
too little to be able to gauge aecurately its strength and outlook, 
the degree of its social unity, cohcsivcncss, and consolidation, or the 
extent to which it has or has not crystallized into a distinctive, self- 
centered, self-disciplined, self-conscious, and self-perpetuating social 
body.” 2 

lo put it into a facile formula, all elites shall be credited here with 
what we should like to call the three C’s: group consciousness, coher¬ 
ence, and conspiracy. 

What still remains to be weighed is the validity of the elitist con¬ 
tention that minority rule (Michels’ “iron law of oligarchy”) makes 
democracy inoperative, shows it to be “an illusion engendered by a 
false illumination ... an effect of mirage.” 'To be sure, the same 
writer, Robert Michels, grants that “the democratic principle carries 
with it, if not a cure, at least a palliative for the disease of oligarchy.” 
We note with interest the word “disease.” There is at work, we arc 
assured, “the ideological tendency of democracy toward criticism and 
control.” Social education, as a by-product of oligarchic leadership, 
may “counteract oligarchic tendencies.” Indeed, most theorists of 
the elite will concede that democratic aspirations lead “in the direc¬ 
tion of an ever greater approach toward equality.” But as one man 
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they will insist that the fruits of social and political progress arc, 
and never will be more than, the left-overs from the tables of ‘"edu¬ 
cated malcontents leading, or aspiring to leadership of, the dissatis¬ 
fied masses/’ ^ The victories in the perennial struggle for rights thus 
arc won by default only: they are concessions granted to the people 
bv elites competing with each other for predominance. 

The great majority of the elitists end their search on this note of 
discouragement; most of them arc disappointed liberals or democrats; 
Robert Michels was a disappointed socialist. 

We shall start on the same gloomy note, but propose not to end 
on it. 


Two lypes of Myth 

'I’itlc and subtitle of this study call for explanation. I’hc belief in 
elite rule is taken to be a myth the same way as our notion of “the 
democratic way of life” has, of late, been called a myth by soinc—a 
myth in the Soreliaii sense of a conviction based not necessarily on 
emjnrical fact but on faith, a confideiiee impervious to the remon- 
strations of critical reason. 

Now, not even the most fervent advocate of demoeratie methods 
will claim that their virtues are effieicncy, consistency, and boldness. 
What he will sav is that they are less arbitrary, less enide, and less 
dangerous than those of other known systems of government. hVoin 
the imperfections of the democratic process, the admirer will appeal 
to its perfectibilitv, to the ability of its practitioners to learn from 
experience. Beyond that, lie will put his trust in the general principles 
of fair play and ecpiity which inform the demoeratie practice. At this 
point, the democratic school splits into two (although most demo¬ 
crats remain blissfully unaware of any split). 

'I’he majority opinion holds that any attempt to define democracy 
in terms other than those of a technique results in vagueness or 
absurdity; objectives, ends are general, and some ends which one 
might want to call specifically democratic can be shown to be pur¬ 
sued and achieved by nondemoeratic polities, by means that cannot 
be called demoeratie. It is, therefore, the means that count. Against 
this view some will hold that if democracy is merely a technique, a 
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method, then no matter what kind of deeisions are made, they will 
have to be called democratic if the democratic forms have been ob¬ 
served. This must result in vagueness or absurdity. You, the minority 
writ runs, accuse us of too broad a notion of democracy; we suggest 
that yours is too narrow. 

Without taking sides in this debate,-"* one might say that when we 
speak of ''the democratic way of life,” we do have in mind something 
more than just a way of doing things: w'C are thinking about goals. 
We have a general idea about ends, objectives that are “democratic”; 
our judgment seems to function more precisely in the absence of 
fulfillment: we arc sure that some decision is “not democratic.” Thus 
understood, “the democratic way of life” is the name for an attitude 
of mind for which distinctions between form and content, between 
technique and objectives become purely academic, practically non¬ 
existent. Thus understood, the democratic method will suggest itself 
as the most likely way to realize democracy. Behind all democratic 
reforms lurks that general passion for equality which in our time 
has “acquired the fixity of a popular prejudice.” ^ 'I’hc observation of 
rules alone would not explain the moral fervor of the democratic 
myth. Rules arc rational, whereas the great strength of democracy is, 
as Pareto would say, its nonlogical, messianic nature. With the tra¬ 
dition of Stoic-Christian ethics behind it, cqualitarianism represents 
the most potent socio-political solvent of modern limes. It is stronger 
than the urge for liberty; it is annexing to itself the various forms and 
forces of fraternity. The power of the democratic myth not even its 
perverters will deny. 

The myth of the elite has no such appeal. It is based on the demon¬ 
strable natural fact of human inequality. Whether we apply Pareto's 
“logico-cxpcrimcntal” or Mosca's historical method, whether the po¬ 
litical system is labeled democratic or not, this is what, according to 
that school, we find: subjection. 

Clearly, elitism finds itself at a grave disadvantage: it seems rather 
difficult if not impossible to eonjurc up much moral ardor out of the 
biological fact that sonic men are stronger, or cleverer, than most. 
Hence the age-long obscurity and the still limited appeal of the elite 
doctrine, a fact which Gaetano Mosca deplores and tries to explain.*^ 
But then, we may be asked, why worry about something that can 
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never command the allegiance of the many, running counter to their 
innermost desires? And why call the elitist theory a myth? Is not its 
claim to scientific truth the very evidence of an attempt to shun the 
myth, all myths? Yet, history abounds with creeds and thought sys¬ 
tems which are contemptuous of human self-respect, which make 
demands of utmost harshness and \ct enlist the devotion and enthu¬ 
siasm of many millions. “Scientific” certainty, as the success of Marx 
has shown, holds an uncanny appeal even for those who, in the event 
of a proletarian victor}', have everything to lose. 

The example of Marx seems to prove the very point we tr\' to 
make, for with all his scholarly, deliberate detachment he could never 
quite suppress the truth that he was morally engaged in the “objective 
process.” While talking economics, he meant freedom. 'I’hc living 
Marx was the indignant revolutionary,*^ not the author of highly tech¬ 
nical tomes on capitalist accumulation and surplus value, llow could 
writers who, instead of freedom, talk subjection, ever captivate the 
minds of those who would have to form the mass of the subjects 
unless that subjection were being made somehow attractive? And 
that feat would remain impossible unless the scientist of 'Die hew 
and The Many, of 'Hic Rulers and The Ruled, himself believed that 
the acceptance of the facts, his facts, will make society more rational, 
less hypocritical, and therefore better, freer. If he believed all that, his 
faith might be infectious. 

To demonstrate the hidden moral bias, the potential myth-making 
aspect of elitist writing, is one major purpose of this study. Closely 
bound up with it is the additional objective: to show that the elitist 
facts and the elitist myth cannot be logically reconciled. This contra¬ 
diction cannot faze the charismatic leader, the inspired religious 
genius, or a revolutionary demagogue, but it can and does disconcert, 
as wc intend to show, a writer honestly devoted to his scientifie prin¬ 
ciples. 

The myth-making intent is not easy to discover. In Pareto’s work 
it is explicitly denied. 'Hie sharp distinction which that author makes 
between what we deem true and what we deem to be desirable 
and useful socially applies to his conceptions of the myth (which he 
calls “derivations”) as well as of the elite: the objective findings of 
the scientist may be completely at odds with the common interest. 
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Carlyle, so savagely contemptuous of middle-class mediocrity, points 
the way. In particular, the attack had to be directed against the new 
democratic institutions which seemed to make possible the peaceful 
conquest of the state power by the Red International, the vertical 
barbarian invasion.*'* Confidence in the wisdom of the common 
man was misplaced; therefore its rationale, the doctrine of popular 
so\'ercignty, had to be expunged from the middle class canon. 

Although that argument was offered in perfectly good liberal faith, 
it is easy to see why it failed to persuade the great majority of lil>- 
crals. They continued to think of themselves as good democrats and 
moderate progressives while carrying on their uneasy two-front fight 
against both revolutionaries and reactionaries. It is equally easy to 
see how the antidemocratic aspects of the elite theory' could become 
useful to feed the resentment of the social groups hemmed in be¬ 
tween Big Labor and Big Capital. It was the petty bourgeoisie which 
furnished the first recruits for the antisocialist and anticapitalist 
mass movement of fascism. It was, ironically, tliat plebeian stratum 
which provided the elitist aspirations with the basis they could not 
find in the middle class proper. Only in the “classless*' party move¬ 
ment of the Duce and the Fuehrer, which became a cioss-scclion of 
all the social groups and classes, could the myth of the elite become 
a revolutionary force, a mass revolt which at the same lime was an 
act of mass submission. 

Most of the elitist thinkers were left high and dry by the all-too- 
complete success of their profaned and brutalized idea. Like Moliere's 
Georges Dandiii, they could be told, with some degree of justice, 
“Well, you asked for it!" And although, in a strictly political sense, 
the accusation was inaccurate (even Pareto's sympathy with l'"ascism 
must be called highly unorthodox), in a deeper sense the whole elitist 
scliool, by throwing ovciboard democracy logctlicr with Karl Marx, 
had indeed become guilty of collaborating with the New Barbarians. 

Their “collaboration" begins with the attempt to turn the tables 
upon Marx, as Marx himself had turned the tables upon the Ricardian 
classical economists. The Marxian doctrine of the class struggle, its 
proletarian teeth extracted, furnislicd the materials for both Mosca's 
and Pareto's theory of the “circulation of elites.” l'"rom Saint-Simon, 
Mosca derived his two-class scheme of dominant minority and ruled 
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Mannliciiii's theory of the elite thus derives its appeal not from the 
well-observed facts of subjection and pre-eminence, but from the 
author’s urge to provide a new rationale of obligation extrapolated 
from contemporarj' tendencies toward the welfare state. It is the 
transformation of the elite doctrine into a mclioristic creed that gen¬ 
erates the elusive and seductive glow of the myth.'^* 

Elite Is a Middle Class Concept 

In no author’s writings docs the dilemma between science and 
morality, between the obligation to describe what is and the urge to 
find out what ought to be, become so apparent as in those of Gaetano 
Mosca. And that is perhaps why he is humanly the most appealing 
figure of the school. He is not satisfied with a morality that merely 
lakes elites for granted; he cannot suppress the wish for an elite that 
satisfies morality. Unlike Pareto, Mosca docs not look on all elites 
with cciuanimity. Why not? Because as a homo politiciis Mosca is 
forever making value judgments which the scientist in him could 
not accept and must be made to overlook. But it is precisely because 
of this contradiction that we may find Mosca more rewarding and 
more of a challenge to our intellectual curiosity than the much more 
consistent and acute Pareto. The latter took, with a determination 
which can only be called passionate, the line of absolute indifferciK C 
toward all ends. Under his chilly scrutiny, the pretenses of all erceds 
and programs crumble into dust. He took his Archimedean stand 
in an elaborately contrived system from which neither advance nor 
retreat is possible. When fascism came, the Marcpicss Pareto (who 
died the next year) was vindicated because he had foretold that a 
go\ernment of foxes could not long endure against the revolt of the 
lions. In consecpience, his reputation became tainted: world opinion 
damned liim as a protofascist. '‘Marx of the bourgeoisie,” he had 
been called. But in addition to being considered the bourgeoisie’s an¬ 
swer to Mai-x, Pareto could claim to have been, like Marx, one of 
its most effective gravediggers. 

Gaetano Mosca, too, did s]xidework for that grave. But when he 
saw, at the last moment, that the grave was meant for him, that it 
meant living death, Mosca refused to dive into the trap. What may 
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be called his inconsistency, the moral passion underneath his “scien¬ 
tific” crusade against democratic freedom, made him choose that 
freedom after all, although the ambiguity of his position remained 
unresolved. 

Yet in another sense he never had to make a choice. What looks 
like ambiguity was logically predicated by his historical location. 

“Mlitc” was originally a middle-class notion. Carlyle's “captains of 
industry” were the first bourgeois to claim, and to claim successfully, 
the right, assigned to them by Saint-Simon and Comte, to rule instead 
of the old landed aristocracy, llic new industrial and business elite 
based its claim on “achievement” or, as Mosca prefers, “merit.” But 
barely had that class consolidated its position when it found itself 
between two fires; while still battling the rear guards of the old 
regime, the third estate had to face a still younger class. In view of 
the fast-growing proletariat, the elitist formula had to be given a 
new, antiproletarian twist, “llie histor}' of all hitherto-existing so¬ 
cieties is the history of class struggles”? And the proletariat is to be 
the ultimate class which will usher in the classless society? Not so. 
Rather, the history of all societies, past and future, is the history of its 
ruling classes.*^ It is also true that history is the graveyard of aristoc¬ 
racies,*-* but from that graveyard arise, phoenix-like, forever new elite 
formations to eternalize the cycle of domination. No matter whether 
the economy remains capitalistic or becomes the plaything of eqiiali- 
tarian Icvelcrs, there will always be a ruling class, and therefore ex¬ 
ploitation. 'The Associations of the Free Producers cannot prosper 
anywhere but in Utopia. 

This is the antisocialist, specifically anti-Marxist, bent of the elitist 
theory as it unfolds in the last decade of the nineteenth century. It 
is the argument by which the middle-class intelligentsia tries to 
silence the triumphant propaganda of the revolutionary Left—as 
well as its own doubts. h"litism is a defensive doctrine, a new Dismal 
Science aimed at the naive optimism of cightccnth-century enlighten¬ 
ment. 'Phe Marxists had inherited that naive confidence, and did not 
destroy it conclusively in the minds of the bourgeoisie. 

In order to achieve that wrecking job, elitist critique had to turn 
against the very bourgeois tenets which had helped to enlist the— 
still disenfranchised—working class against the old nobility. Again 
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Carlyle, so savagely contemptuous of middle-class mediocrity, points 
the way. In particular, the attack had to be directed against the new 
dcmocratie institutions which seemed to make possible tlie peaceful 
conquest of the state power by the Red International, the vertical 
barbarian invasion.^'* Confidence in the wisdom of the common 
man was misplaced; therefore its rationale, the doctrine of popular 
sovereignty, had to be expunged from the middle class canon. 

Although that argument was offered in perfectly good liberal faith, 
it is easy to sec why it failed to persuade the great majority of lil>- 
crals. They continued to think of themselves as good democrats and 
moderate progressives while carrying on their uneasy two-front fight 
against both revolutionaries and reactionaries. It is equally easy to 
see how the antidemocratic aspects of the elite theory^ could become 
useful to feed the resentment of the social groups hemmed in be¬ 
tween Big Labor and Big Capital. It was the petty bourgeoisie which 
furnished the first recruits for the antisocialist ami anticapitalist 
mass movement of fascism. It was, ironically, that plebeian stratum 
which provided the elitist aspirations with the basis they eoulcl not 
find in the middle class proper. Only in the “classless’' party move¬ 
ment of the Duee and the Fuehrer, which became a cross-section of 
all the social groups and classes, could the myth of the elite become 
a revolutionary force, a mass revolt which at the same time was an 
act of mass submission. 

Most of the elitist thinkers were left high and diy by the all-too- 
complete success of their profaned and brutalized idea. Like Molicre’s 
Georges Dandiii, they could be told, with some degree of justice, 
“Well, you asked for it!” And althougli, in a strictly political sense, 
the accusation was inaccurate (even Pareto’s sympathy with Imscisin 
must be called highly unorthodox), in a deeper sense the whole elitist 
school, by throwing overboard democracy togetlicr with Karl Marx, 
had indeed become guilty of collaborating with the New Barbarians. 

Their “collaboration” begins with the attempt to turn the tables 
upon Marx, as Marx himself had turned the tables upon the Ricardian 
classical economists. The Marxian doctrine of the class struggle, its 
proletarian teeth extracted, furnislicd the materials for both Mosca’s 
and Pareto’s theory of the “circulation of elites.” h>om Saint-Simon, 
Mosca derived his two-class scheme of dominant minority and ruled 



12 The Myth of the Ruling Class 

majority; he developed it along the lines defined by Ludwig Gum- 
plowiez. Now, Saint-Simon was a utopian socialist besides being, 
as Auguste Comte's teacher, the first positivist. Gumplowicz, too, 
although highly critical of Comte, considered it his task to write 
''the natural history of mankind”: the struggle between classes is 
preceded by the struggle between races; conquest is the origin of 
states and nations.* ‘ 

In denying the identity of natural and human history, by taking 
over Saint-Simon's class thcor)' without the socialism and the Giim- 
plowiczian version of that theory without the racial angle, Mosca felt 
that he had reached the scicnlific terra firina. His historical approach 
seemed to align him with Marx—the Marx who had written that 
"men make their own history.” But Mosca had been careful to 
deniarxify the clement adopted from the Marxian system: his own 
version of the class struggle lacked the substratum of materialism; 
no more was production the unique and ultimate determinant. Or 
so it seemed. 

The way seemed free for Gaetano Mosca to elaborate a social and 
political pliilosophy immune to the corroding influences of con¬ 
temporary socialist and bourgeois ideologies. However, the book that 
would have expressed such a philosophy of independence Mosca 
never wrote, llis liberation from materialist and positivist thinking 
remained incomplete. lie had rejected the ideas muitresses of nine¬ 
teenth-century progressivism, but had not been able to get rid of the 
assumptions on which those rejected values and conclusions rested, 
'i'he civilization he observed was still unfolding and advancing, 
although showing danger signs of imminent decay; the "social forces” 
which made up society, although not "classes” in the Marxian sense, 
he still thought of as representing interests. Their struggle should, 
and could, be normalized—yet only on the basis of a mutual power 
check. Mosca’s "ideal state” would be one in which the '‘balance of 
the social forces” would make possible "juridical defense”: a govern¬ 
ment of law dispensing "relative justice.” 

Relative justice as the result of a power equilibrium between com¬ 
peting groups—all absolutism is alien to the mind of Gaetano Mosca. 
lie could never have adopted any nco-idcalist, organicist position; 
his liberal background was too strong to permit him that solution. 
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Although he was too polite to take up \'oltairc’s war cr\\ Ecrascz 
rinfdnieL his anticlerical dislike of Vatican infallibility remained 
outspoken. 

His habitat was not Pareto’s nihilistic no man’s land but the do¬ 
main of doubt, his attitude one of watchful but undaunted seepti- 
cism. 'riierc was no reason why such a position could not be main¬ 
tained. There is that side to Gaetano Mnsca; it can be diseovered in 
his work. But it is not the whole man. There is still another Mosca 
who did not feel comfoTtablc in his half-way house placed on prag¬ 
matic territory*; the moralist in him wished to build on firm ground, 
but that ground his epistemology could not provide for him. In fact, 
it sternly vetoed all escape into a world of constant values which, his 
mind told him, were inimical to his scientific premises. So he re¬ 
mained uneasy; what had ofTieially to be denied became a subterfuge. 

Officially, he was an antidemocratic liberal—to be precise, a neo- 
libcral in the sense that he professed to give a realistic reinterprela' 
tion of the liberal mystique. But if we look below the surface we 
discover that he did not actually advance into the twentieth century. 
His nostalgia seems to belong to the liberal society in its Victorian 
hevday, but his intellectual arsenal, all the critical sallies against 
Spencerism and Cointism notwithstanding, is replete with weapons 
that belong to even earlier times. He recoiled from his own nine¬ 
teenth century youth into the fastidiousness of the enlightenment, 
where he calls Montcscjuieii to order, only to indulge him in the 
end, if surreptitiously. He clashes head on with his bogeyman, Rous¬ 
seau, and yet shares with him the dislike of gron])ings, parties in par¬ 
ticular, which intervene between the sovereign and individual sub¬ 
ject. And that is not yet the end of the secret, retrograde cpiest for 
a justice more than relative. In the end, Mosca even condones Aris¬ 
totle whom he defied as a youth, and he meets with Plato’s class of 
the disinterested educators, whom he salutes bashfully but fondly.^'* 
'I'lie old bourgeois virtues which were so dear to that h’rench revolu¬ 
tionary Ck'orgcs Sorel rank ecjuallv high on the list of the conservative 
Italian, Gaetano Mosca.Austere and passionate, he is an ancient 
stranded in an alien age. No son of Italy has been less kin to Maehia- 
velli, than this ‘‘Machiavellian” who, indebted though he was, not 
to the author of The Prince but to the writer of 77/e Discourses, 
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greatly preferred to Machiavelli his contemporary, friend, and critic, 
the judicious Guicciardini.^® 


Habent Sua Fata ... 

The Latin proverb that tells of the strange way fate arranges the 
lot of books, bestowing fame on one, while relegating to oblivion 
other by no means inferior works—that proverb conics to mind as 
one considers Gaetano Mosca’s reputation as an author. Firmly es¬ 
tablished in all serious textbooks, it presents a puzzle to the student 
of “world history as the world court of justice.” That the modern 
formulation of the theory of the elite was first presented by the 
author of The Ruling Class nobody will deny. Yet today, thirty years 
after completion of his major works Mosca's name is known only 
among the initiated few. lie is the great forgotten man of the elitist 
triad. Pareto is disparaged by the most advanced sociologists but is 
still studied in their seminars. Robert Michels, the avowed disciple 
and epigoims of Gaetano Mosca, has his editors and commentators.^® 
Mosca, who died as late as 1941, has still to be discovered.^® 

Why is that so? Nfany dismissed Mosca in a more or less extended 
footnote as the man who played The Baptist to Pareto. Granted that 
The Ruling Class cannot compare in scope and depth with the Trat- 
tato. But assuming that the writer of the first was to the writer of 
the second what in music Liszt had been to Wagner, the task would 
still be to judge our Liszt on his own merits. Mosca's worth—Mosca's 
unwortliincss—must be explained by Mosca's work, not by the greater 
glory of him who came afterwards. 

I’hc relationship between the two men is a matter of embarrass¬ 
ment to the beholder. The offending part was without any doubt 
Pareto’s. Ilis refusal to acknowledge Mosca’s earlier “discovery” of 
the elitist key to history drew blood. Tire furious outburst of the 
older man was all the more remarkable as he conceded willingly that 
his own theory had a distinguished ancestr).-' Mosca was extremely 
modest in his claims, which he used to make in the name of “the 
new school” rather than in his own. Ilis already noted tendency to 
whittle down the sharpness of his argument (Saint-Simon, Gum- 
plowicz and Marx without their sting) contributes much to keep out 
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of his findings all sensationalist elements, but also robs them of their 
possible effect. And there arc other penalties that go with the rewards 
of caution. As some of his friends said, Mosca evokes the impression 
that he did not much care for intellectual clarification. Or worse: 
that he was constitutionally unequipped for it.-- Indeed, if the 
French saying that le stylcy cest Vhomme applies to scholarly pro¬ 
duction, then a reading of The Ruling Class and other works by 
Mosca will reveal some baffling traits: the writing is agreeable 
enough; the style, manly yet graceful, has the grand manner without 
the pomposity. Yet that magistral ease docs not seem to result from 
a deliberate and controlled effort; there is no evidence of powerful 
ratiocination going on under the even surface. Problems are posed 
but not really pursued; or we are given answers where we would like 
to hear questions. I'hcrc is in the very style an element of elision: the 
narrative slides from one topic to the next, and what seems to us to 
be the main business, the specific problem of the elite, is submerged 
in a wealth—and it must be added, in a welter—of the most general 
and varied hisloric information, llie result is an impressive miscel¬ 
lany, from which is missing the arresting quality that would force 
us to stop and think. 

Tlicse strictures would be fair if Gaetano Mosca had called his 
great work or any other of his books The Ruling Class, But he did 
not. Ibc work so named had as the original Italian title Elementi di 
scienzd politicdy which indicates that there was much more in the 
author's mind than a specific theory of the elite. The iMiglish title 
is unquestionably more effective, but also misleading. In fact, not 
more than roughly one-third of the chapters deal specifically with the 
ruling class. It is a trying game to round up and unite those scattered 
parts into some systematic order. In so doing wc may discern outlines 
of a system which, however, Mosca might not recognize as his own 
brain child. It would be a construction tidier than his own sprawling 
sketch, but also poorer, less evocative. Sometimes the very failures 
and omissions of one work are more productive than a perfect blue¬ 
print, painstakingly executed. Some of the most inspiring art is torso, 
fragment. 

Gaetano Mosca's work ought to be understood as such a fragment. 
The approach to it demands restraint—a restraint not easily main- 
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taincd in scholarly research, which insists on perfection in its subject. 
This writer offers in advance his most sineere apologies for attempt¬ 
ing to force Mosca's thought into a mold for which it was not made, 
'lire reader will have to condone occasional outbursts of academic 
petulance; he will condone them if convinced, as am I, that the 
critical severity with which our author will be treated more than 
once is only the reverse of great if misplaced expectations inspired by 
respect and love. 

The first among those misdirected expectations is connected with 
our wish to find out how elites come into being, how elites are 
formed. By what process do elites consolidate and attain what has 
been referred to earlier as the three C’s: group cohesion, conscious¬ 
ness, conspiracy—the unity of being, thought, and purpose? It would 
be exaggerated to say that none of these questions ever gets an answer 
from the author. Indeed, he tells us how elites arise and why there 
must be ruling classes. But on the whole, the nature and existence 
of such groups is taken for granted rather than investigated; Gaetano 
Mosca was emphatically not engaged in the kind of empirical re¬ 
search such as is being carried nut at the Hoover Institute. He was 
alert to Harold Lasswcll’s pioneer work and in sympathy with it.®* 
Yet Mosca’s own work, although branching out into the neighboring 
fields of sociology and comparative history, remained essentially 
within the pale of theory—a theory which takes its data completely 
for granted and erects its structure over trusted ground. That trust in 
facts is Mosca’s positivist heritage; Iris confidence that all the neces¬ 
sary information for a genuine .social science is asailable at last knows 
of no doubt. He did not think of his own doctrine of the ruling class 
as just another ideology. It was based on a fact, it was a fact. To 
doubt, to deny, as most Americans would, the existence of the ruling 
class would have caused more amusement than annoyance on the 
part of Gaetano Mosca. 

Another question to which we must not expect an answer from 
him has to do with the means of control which the elite exerts over 
the masses. Again wc arc presented with a “fact,” this time a fact of 
popular psychology. All ruling classes justify their domination by a 
“formula” acceptable to the majority; this formula, or myth, will 
more or less reflect the character and function of the ruling class in 
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charge. Beyond that the myth will express the ''spirit of the time,” 
the whole, or a prevailing, interest of a particular society. 

So far, so good. But how a formula is generated, why it assumes 
this specific form and not another—that is of no interest to Mosca. 
To give an example (not discussed by him): what made the educated 
Frenchman of 1660 accept with enthusiasm the myth of the Sun 
King, and with equal passion reject the same Rof Soldi three decades 
later? Mosca might have answered, sensibly, that economic destitu¬ 
tion in the wake of costly foreign wars had undermined the prestige 
of the monarchy. But that explanation, good as it would be, still begs 
the question, which concerns the process by which events, actions 
are translated into states of mind and vice versa. Why is it that some¬ 
times, as Mosca notes, a formula retains its influence long after it has 
lost its raison d'etre^ while at other times it dies a premature death? 
A rudimentary form of Pareto’s "circulation of elites” is Mosca’s an¬ 
swer: ruling classes may fail to adapt their formula to the changed 
demands of society; or ruling classes may renew themselves or be 
renewed. In the first ease, failure to renew the formula may signal the 
end of the ruling class; in the second case, the formula might be 
retained (the British crown would be a good example). What Mosca 
fails to study is the possibility that the succession of elites docs not 
account for the succession of ideas. That the ruling classes may ow^e 
their existence and position in the first place to the social need for 
sublimating the harsh facts of power and subjection never occurred 
to that foe of historical niatcrialisin. Mosca never could ha\’C written 
that a '‘system of ideas as expressed in an ideology is not, as Marx 
would have it, merely a superstrueture or an epiphenoincnon; it is 
the formative force which molds and shapes into total subjection 
those whom it touches.” 

No. For Mosca the ruled mass remains the humus out of which 
grow' leading groups; the ruling class must never be considered as an 
isolate. Its ideology remains, if not cpiphcnomcnal, an aspect of the 
total social process until, at some point of class differentiation, the 
myth of the ruling class obstructs the evolutionary flow and becomes 
a mere ‘‘class ideology.” 

All this he knew. And yet, he did not quite avoid creating the im¬ 
pression that a ruling class may be considered by itself alone, con- 
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fronting rather than refleeting the rest of soeiety. But that impression 
is not due to a neglect on Mosca’s part of social history. If anything, 
he gave it too much room, and not enough to his own theory. In 
fact, he missed not a few opportunities to reinterpret the past in the 
light of his new method. Mosca never created his doctrine large 
enough to cover the whole canvas. He was too much of a scholar 
and too little of a doctrinaire to push his own theory to the ex¬ 
treme. Tlic result was a disjunction between Mosca's historiography 
and Mosca's doctrine. Thus, the Ruling Class was thrown into a 
disproportionate relief and became, on the surface, much more iso¬ 
lated and important than the author may have wanted it to be. 

Did Gaetano Mosca sense an incongruity in his design? The fact 
that he wrote one and the same book three times may lead us to 
suspect as much. Was it dissatisfaction with his work, a fear that 
something was eluding him that forced him to return to the theme 
of his firstling decade after decade, annotating, expurgating, adding, 
buttressing? 

I doubt it. Nothing in the work of Gaetano Mosca reveals the 
sentiment of insufficiency. That great and good man, humble in his 
pride, said what he had to say, no less, no more. If he felt any limita¬ 
tions, he accepted them in good grace as a matter of course. Rather 
than rebel against them, he would remain silent—as he did during 
the last decade of his life, seeing the final editions of his books 
through the press and otherwise observing the regime of U Fasdsmo 
with an outward show of patriarchal calm, llis was the calm of a 
good conscience, after he had, in 1925, made his last speech in the 
Italian Senate.^” 


Nulla Apologia Pro Vita Sua 

Mosca's last speech, that valedictory of one who refused to bow 
to the dictator, only dramatized the gradual change that had trans¬ 
formed his attitude toward democracy from execration to indulgence. 
Like the Hebrew prophet, he had started out to curse and ended on 
a note almost of blessing. It was no belated Gran Rifiuto of totali¬ 
tarian tyranny; he had predicted long before that the type of executive 
dietatorship which Mussolini was establishing would be the end not 
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only of the system he had criticized, but also of the values he had 
loved. Thus he had nothing to apologize for when he took his leave 
from public life. He had been right: the democratic regime had to 
end the way it did because it had lost sight of the need for those 
virtues which, Mosca believed, had been the greatness of nineteenth- 
century liberalism. There he stood, a vindicated prophet. But it was 
a tragic day for him. Was he a gravedigger of freedom after all? But 
he had never had much faith in the influence and power of the in¬ 
tellectuals. He had spoken his piece; scattered applause greelcd his 
exit into political oblivion. With him, an entire generation joined 
the “graveyard of the aristocracies.” 

'Ihat Senate session was the one spectacular event in an othenvise 
quiet life. At the same time it was a life of intense and diversified 
activities, lliere was the scholar Mosca, the professor of distin¬ 
guished universities; there was the public servant, with a long dis¬ 
tinguished record as a deputy, and later as a member of the upper 
house. It was in that career that he acquired the practical experience 
that gives even to his more abstract speculations a down-to-earth 
(jiiality. Born in 1858, before his Italy became one nation, he died in 
1941 in his eighty-third year, just too soon to sec Mussolini’s fall. 
A portrait which I saw in Gaetano Mosca's home in Rome shows the 
imposing figure of that vanishing type, the paterfamilias. 'I’lic ex¬ 
pression indicates both stern and benign qualities. It is a passionate 
face of great dignitv and seriousness, of scholarlv absorption blended 
with patrician self-assurance. lie seems to have been a man of strong 
convictions who would not tolerate opposition. But his features also 
icvcal a defensive element, a brooding loneliness, llis “drive” may 
be ascribed to his Sicilian origin: he was born in Palermo. lake many 
other sons of that poor island, he soon left for greener pastures. His 
migrations encompassed the very poles of the Italian geographical 
and national character. After some years in Rome, where he served 
on the staff of the Italian equivalent of the Con^iessioiuil Record, 
and after some ill-fated attempts to establish himself in the aca¬ 
demic field, he finally received, in 1895, a call from the University 
of Turin. The Sicilian became a Piedmontese and married a young 
lady of that region, which was to the rest of Italy what Prussia had 
been to the German Reich. As a professor of constitutional law, and 
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later also of political theory and political economy, Gaetano Mosca 
remained in Turin until 1923. Then, at long last, the University of 
Rome gave him his due, appointing him to the chair for public law. 
Piedmont once more conquered Rome—too late this time, for Mus¬ 
solini had already conquered her in the preceding year. 

But now the academic honors came, the memberships in the 
societies of learning. Again too late to erase that trace of bitterness 
still visible in the portrait. It had not been all smooth sailing, as one 
source would have us believe.^® It seems that invidious colleagues 
managed to block the path of the young instructor for a considerable 
time. Not being able to denigrate his splendid gifts, they made much 
of the fact that he, whose specialty was constitutional law, had dared 
to write and publish a book on contemporary politics.^^ In other 
words, he was not solid. There arc some audible notes of political 
fanaticism in the solid cantus firmiis of the book reviewers that young 
Mosca's concern with the dubious aspects of Italian parliamcntarian- 
ism bordered on the morbid. 

It did not in any case prevent him from serving his Sicilian district 
as a deputy (from 1908). In 1919 he became a senator. Before that, 
during the war, Gaetano Mosca had been a member of the Salandra 
cabinet as an assistant secretary for colonial affairs. He spoke fre¬ 
quently and wrote for the press on the questions of the day. No 
southern orator, he always found a most attentive and respectful 
audience. Behind the soberness of his official utterances some, at 
least, of his listeners and readers must have felt that quality of the 
disinterested public servant of whom Mosca had written so nostalgi¬ 
cally in The Ruling Class, 

After his senatorial swan song, he withdrew into a privacy that 
remained undisturbed by the regime. 'Phe man was too big to be 
touched by the Fascist squadristi. But then he did not, as did Bene¬ 
detto Croce, anger them by an unceasing if veiled opposition. Crafty 
allusions were not in the line of Gaetano Mosca. He would have 
fought the New Barbarians bluntly if at all. I had hoped to unearth, 
among Mosca’s private papers, some showing what he had thought 
of that twentieth-century phenomenon, fascism, in the years of its 
spectacular success. But there were no such papers, llic infirmity of 
old age is not too conducive to the writing of philippics. Write he 
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still did, only it was no longer politics that interested him. The moral¬ 
ist in him had in the end completely gained the upper hand. His last 
known utterance (published posthumously) is a series of meditations 
on such problems as the nature of goodness, truth and falsehood, 
and the passion of revenge. 

Sermonizing m excelsis? Not quite. For when the old author thinks 
of hatred, the name of that formidable hater, Marx, intrudes. An¬ 
other section is devoted to The Crisis of Civilization. Like all jottings 
in this copybook—for that is what these ultimate meditations are— 
the text is made up of quotations, with hardly a comment added. 
Corroboration from dead witnesses is preferable: their ripe wisdom is 
more edifying; it is also safer—just in ease the diary should fall into 
the wrong hands. What could be more innocent than the lament of 
the Abbe Galliani (1778) over the fact that “so much of what our 
forebears believed to be true was found out to be false by us. And 
thereupon we arc left with a feeling of great emptiness. That empti¬ 
ness is the true reason for our sadness.” 

These words have a familiar ring to Gaetano Mosea. Presently it 
comes to him: long, long before the learned Frcnchinan wrote in the 
prescience of the coming end of his civilization, hxclcsiastcs had 
already expressed the same thought, thus: “He who adds to knowl¬ 
edge, adds to sorrow.”^** 

'Lhe ancient is still ruminating his great subject, his great sorrow. 
To the very end, his mind remains prcoecupicd with the theme of his 
great socieh^ its rise, its glory, and its end. 




Part One: Early Approaches 




1 

EXrr ARISTOTLE 


No less than four of his other works, all published before 1896, 
the year in which the first part of The Ruling Class appeared in the 
original Italian, heralded the theory with which the name of Gaetano 
Mosca has become associated.' The first and most important of these 
sketches, the Teorica dei governi e goveruo parlamentare, suffered the 
fate of all forerunners eclipsed by a mature achievement. Some Ital¬ 
ian writers have treated it as the preamble to the later master work; 
elsewhere it remained just a title. Arthur Livingston, in his authori¬ 
tative introduction to The Ruling Class, mentions the germinal work 
in a few lines that give us no information whatsoever. It was left for 
II. Stuart Hughes to outline, in a study published recently, the argu¬ 
ment of the Teorica in a few illuminating pages.'-^ 

There are various reasons for this all-but-total neglect of Mosca's 
impressive firstling. One is that the text is almost unavailable today. 
Even the second edition, which followed the second part of The 
Ruling Class by two years, has been out of print for a long time.® 
Another is that the author himself thought his youthful cffr)rt super¬ 
seded by his major work. In his preface to the new edition, he treats 
the Teorica as a historic document mirroring “the political conditions 
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of Italy around 1882 in a sufficiently exact manner.” He considers 
the first, theoretical, part of the work to be much more important 
than the rest. He is still proud of the first chapter which develops 
“the doctrine of the political class,” as he will continue to refer to 
the elite, and he cannot help registering that “this doetrine has 
spread throughout Italy, and is beginning to become known even 
abroad.” But he modestly qualifies that boast by saying: “It would 
be puerile to affirm that the Teorica dei govemi has already brought 
the method sketehily employed in that work to its full fruition.” 
Otherwise, he asks, why would its author have deemed it necessary 
to write two more volumes on the same subject? 

While conceding, in so many words, that the Teorica is dated, 
Mosca ends on a note that puts even the work which replaced it in 
its place: “'Hicrc is not the slightest reason to believe that the ardu¬ 
ous task has been accomplished.” And he adds, hopefully: “Once 
the new direction will have led us to the goal, then, perhaps, the 
youth will be remembered who, as a mere graduate, intuitively and 
spontaneously had a glimpse of it.” 

'I’o return to the beginnings, to the early stirrings of a powerful 
idea, will be, in our case, more than an act of philological piety. We 
will behold Mosca’s idee maitresse already formulated with astound¬ 
ing clarity. It is, like newly born birds, still without its feathers: the 
rich ramifications and embellishments of the full-fledged elitist doe- 
trine are still missing. Like all innovators, Mosca overstates his case; 
he seems obsessed with his discover)', it becomes a fixed idea to 
which everything else has to be .sacrificed. The argument of the 
“mere graduate” is as crude and direct as is the way of youth; it is 
provocatively flaunted. At the same time, the assurance with which 
it is carried to its ultimate conclusions is impressive in such a young 
man. 

The young man has obviously read a great deal at a precocious 
age, as becomes evident from his source references. He confesses 
owing much to “an alert and most tenacious memory, which, strange 
in a boy, recalled facts rather than words.” Historical literature he 
eagerly devoured, until he was old enough to sense that history was 
being made right around him. Italy had just been unified under the 
Savoyan dynasty, which family, one of his friends assured him, was 
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one of law-abiding gentlemen with no tyrannical ambitions whatso¬ 
ever. The same friend argued the vast superiority of constitutional 
monarchies over republican regimes. Young Gaetano Mosca did not 
see the light at once because the fires of the risorgimento had not 
died yet; the spirit of Mazzini's national revolution, defeated though 
it was, still had not given up the ghost. Mosca remembers that most 
of his friends used to be liberal republicans and “even a bit on the 
pinkish side.” ® Like them, he alternated between being a republican, 
a liberal, a democrat, until at last he became reconciled to the Sa- 
voyan Victors and Emmanuels. 

So now he was a monarchist with his galantuomo, law-abiding king 
in Parliament. But how did he acquire that loathing for the parlia¬ 
mentary regime that is so marked in the Teorica? Most instrumental 
to that end was perhaps that ability of his to retain facts rather than 
words. How could he help noticing that the facts of liberal democ¬ 
racy did not agree with its enticing words? lliis typical discovery of 
early adulthood in Gaetano Mosca’s case coincided with Italy's com¬ 
ing of age. It was the sad awakening from tlic dream to the thread¬ 
bare reality of the eighties and nineties, culminating in a national 
disaster: the defeat administered to the Italian army by the Negus 
Mcnelik of Abyssinia in the battle of Adowa (i8g6). Young Mosca 
and his generation must have felt as many of the older Bolsheviks did 
when the great experience of the revolution and the heroism of the 
civil war years had worn thin and the order of the day was no longer 
the conquest of communism but the struggle on the wheat front 
or the sewage front. The Rubashovs of the risorgimeuto too had 
had their day, and now it was the turn of the Italian Gledkins to 
take over.® 

It was a good time for cynics, but the young Sicilian was not one 
of them. He felt outraged, insulted. Surely it was possible to reform 
the New Italy. What it most needed was another Machiavclli, 
though the problem was no longer unification of the country, but a 
thorough overhauling of its government. But in what way, in what 
direction? In order to discover it, the first requirement was for the 
traditional Italian realism to assert itself, to name the facts with 
brutal bluntness. 

Not that our author could be called a leader of the protest move- 
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ment. On the contrary. His voice was only one in a mass chorus of 
most telling arguments against a liberal regime superimposed upon a 
backward populace, with the results, inevitably, of corruption and a 
government manipulated by small cliques.'^ Were the Teorica not 
more than that: another denunciation of the parliamentary regime at 
its worst, we would hardly pay attention to the work, be it ever so 
brilliant. What makes it stand out is its theoretical equipment. 
Mosca may have conceived his law of the ruling class in order to 
clinch his argument against the way his Italy was being governed in 
his day. But, the reader of the ninetccivfiftics will, with more or less 
impatience, plow through chapter after chapter analyzing the Italian 
constitution and practice of the eighteen-eighties only in the hope of 
understanding the doctrine of the ruling class, and to no other pur¬ 
pose. What may have been a mere means to the author has become 
an end to us. Our interest is in the history of an idea rather than of 
any, ever so important, institution, such as representative govern¬ 
ment. 

By that approach, however, we do violence to Mosca, who was 
never able to draw a sharp line between the study of ideas and the 
study of important institutions. To him, the forms of and the notions 
about government arc but two aspects of one and the same phe¬ 
nomenon: civilization in a state of flux. Kven the one of his works 
specifically dedicated to political doctrines ^ reverts over and over 
again to the political and social facts and factors underlying doc¬ 
trinal justification or critique. 

One secs that our author will not easily be labeled. To be sure, he 
spoke the language of the political scientist and accepted that name, 
as the Italian title of his main work proves conclusively. But there 
arc many elements of the sociologist in him. No doubt Mosca 
would have frowned upon that word, because sociology, when he 
began to write, was still considered an upstart science. Right at the 
outset, in the first chapter of the Teorica, Mosca declares that his 
method of looking at facts would “expose, in all its nakedness, the 
primitive state of the political science which is also called sociol¬ 
ogy.” ® Best of all he might have liked the title of social historian 
or psychologist: “For a great many years,” he wrote at the age of 
sixty-four, “it has been my conviction that there is only one way for 
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man to control, up to a certain point, his passions and to improve 
his lot—through the study of individual and collective psycholog^^” 

Considering the period in which Mosca started his studies, it is 
remarkable how strongly the young scholar felt the need to base his 
research on the study of people. He gathered his materials for the 
work in progress almost as a social scientist would do todav, if less 
systematically: by many individual interviews—the term “sample'' 
was as yet unknown to him—talking “as a student to other students 
and to my professors; later, as a soldier in the barracks, to everybody; 
to members of the so-called good soeicty as well as to employees, civil 
servants, deputies, workers, peasants—traveling, engaged on pleasure 
or on business, I always kept in mind ... to find out what impor¬ 
tance the one I was talking to, had in society.'' 

The author docs not, of course, claim that he learned from expe¬ 
rience only. He gratefully lists all the thinkers who helped him find 
his own intellectual bearings*. “Fischel, Gneist, Stuart-Mill [sic], 
Bliintsehli, and, above all, Taine." To all but one of these men Mosca 
insists he owes merely the facts they relate in their works, while the 
interpretation, he claims in the hallowed academic terms, is his 
alone. The one exception is Hippolyte Tainc: “from him, I must con¬ 
fess, I borrowed many views and judgments scattered throughout the 
stupendous volumes dealing with the origins of modern Franee." 


The Method 

Like so many before him—and after him—Gaetano Mosca deplores 
how much the so-called science of polities lagged behind the natural 
sciences in precision, or, as we would say in the age of opinion polls, 
in measurability. Without claiming as much as that natural scientist 
of humanity, Ludwig Gumplowicz (whose name docs not appear in 
the Teorica), Mosca is convinced that, at long last, the social sciences 
are on their way to producing exact results. He quickly disposes of 
some naive misunderstandings: the greater glory of the natural sci¬ 
ences has been ascribed to the use they arc making of “common and 
vulgar observation," while their discoveries arc in fact quite fre¬ 
quently in perfect contradiction to sense evidence. If that is so, why 
have the social sciences, which can rely on a great mass of ready- 
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made sense evidence, not made more progress than they have until 
now? Mosca answers that “in the natural seiences we deal witli a 
certain number of phenomena which it is possible to reproduee at 
will and to analyze with relative ease.. The macrocosm can be 
reduced to a laboratory experiment, while “in the soeial scienees that 
never happens; all observation must be based... on the study of 
phenomena as they naturally unfold, under the conditions as they 
present themselves, which frequently are not the most opportune.'' 
Precisely because he has to rely on “common and vulgar observa¬ 
tion," the social scientist, unlike his colleague in the natural sciences, 
will get results more slowly. His task of gathering all the materials 
needed for his work is actually the more difficult one. 

Mosca giants that this sounds like a highly paradoxical conclusion. 
After all, the social facts happen under our very nose; they are, more 
or less, our own direct concern and therefore ought to furnish us 
much better means of observation than the natural phenomena. 
And yet we find: it is not so. The natural scientist is able to rely on 
method and expcriincnt. Whether his data be derived from sense 
impression or calculation, he can always study them; whereas “the 
study of social phenomena demands an age-long experience well in¬ 
formed about the vicissitudes of the various human societies; it pre¬ 
supposes the ability to distinguish which of these events is really 
important, substantial, and worthy of our attention ..We are, as 
Hegel wants us to do, to sift out that which is “real" from the mere 
mass of the “actual." 

Now, until recently, “the authors in the social sciences did not 
possess the necessary vast historic knowledge," for the simple reason 
that the necessary information was not yet available to them. They 
had to make do with the scraps of superficial and distorted records, 
mostly limited to the orbit of the Gracco-Roman and Judaeo-Chris- 
tian traditions. “If they distinguished themselves, it was due to their 
acumen, ingenuity, and zest" rather than to the solidity of their 
assumptions. Giambattista Vico, in whom Mosca might have found 
an at least partly congenial mentor (the history of all mankind is 
written in the record of its man-made institutions)—Vico is curtly 
dismissed in an aside as “an unquestionable genius" whose theory 
of cycles is, however, unacceptable, since it depends “on the scant 
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historical knowledge available in the author’s time.” In the same 
breath, Mosca censures Montesquieu for over-emphasizing, from the 
same lack of reliable data, the importance of climatic influences; 
and Rousseau had, '‘in addition to his lack of positive knowledge, a 
defective sense of reality; his mind was made up of the paradox.” 

But not all this ignorance was caused by lack of information; to an 
at least equal degree it must be blamed on human prejudice. At a 
time when the churches had long ceased to obstruet the research 
of the natural scientists, the .social scientist’s mind was still faced 
with deeply ingrained human prejudices which had managed to sur¬ 
vive. Mosca cites approvingly an utterance of "Stuart-Mill” from 
his Political Economy: each epoch succumbs to some major error, 
the absurdity of which becomes apparent to anyone a generation 
later. But until then, nobody remains immune from it unless he 
makes an extraordinary effort, straining to the utmost his intelligence 
and courage.^^ 

'riie prospects for a comprehensive and objective social science 
would seem rather poor so far. But that is not at all Mosca’s con¬ 
clusion. lie suddenly turns optimist: “If no true social science did 
exist up to the present moment, it can now come into being.” If not 
in the nineteenth century, then in the twentieth. No longer could 
the failure of the social sciences be blamed upon a lack of correct 
information. We moderns know not merely all or most of what 
there is to be known about Greek, Roman, medieval history, we also 
have at our disposal now the histories of the oriental monarchies, of 
China, India, and Japan; we have modern archeology, prehistori¬ 
ography, ethnography, and furthermore, philology to help us in our 
task, “'rhe facts are all there, we do have the knowledge; all that 
remains for us to do is to act in accordance with the saying: 'lie who 
has eyes, let him see!’ ” 

TIic question of whether or not Gaetano Mosca stands convicted 
of the positivist heresy will be disputed in a later chapter.^” At this 
point it looks bad for him. Had he not, with complete approval, 
cited Mill on human prejudice? What made him suddenly hope 
that the fading century or the as yet unborn one would produce a 
different kind of humanity? At any rate, it would have to be a hu¬ 
manity receptive to the “extraordinary efforts” of those who can 
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muster enough intellectual strength and courage to establish the 
true facts of life. The older Mosca will no longer be so confident 
as to believe that his new message will be received as glad tidings. 
The young Mosca still sounds rather like a latter-day illuminato 
from the eighteenth century who, like Voltaire, dismissed the past 
as a tragicomedy of error and blind passion. Miraculously, it will 
make way for the age of reason, llic mists hiding the truth will dis¬ 
solve under the piercing scrutiny of scientific observation. Historic 
facts will no longer be in dispute and can, therefore, be subjected, 
like any physical data, to objective analysis. Tlie same applies to polit¬ 
ical science—provided, of course, we first get rid of the master super¬ 
stition that has so long dominated that field: the Aristotelian classifi¬ 
cation of governments. 


The Argument 

In zoology, Mosca submits, animals are not classified according 
to the color of their skin or to their weight, but on the basis of their 
anatomic structure, [likewise, plants arc not classified as fruit-bearing 
or non-fruit-bcaring, but again according to their structure. He goes 
on: 

Now, when we conic to the classification of governments which goes 
back to Aristotle and is still in our day universally accepted: into demo¬ 
cratic, aristocratic, or monarchic types, depending on whether supreme 
authority rests with a majority of citizens, a limited class, or else is 
vested in a single person—then we should expect that classification also 
to be based on the most important, the essential characteristics of govern¬ 
ment and not on mere trivialities and appearances. 

Suppose, asks Mosca, we were able to show that this time-honored 
scheme is inspired by altogether superficial criteria? And suppose fur¬ 
ther we could, “without replacing it by another scheme, nevertheless 
establish other, much more substantial and significant criteria.” 

This bold bid is followed by the celebrated formulation which ap¬ 
pears here in the Teorica for the first time: 

In all regularly constituted societies in which something eallcd a govern¬ 
ment exists, wc find that all authority is being exercised in the name of the 
entire people, or of an aristocracy, or of a single sovereign ... but besides 
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that fact we find unfailingly another: the ruling class or, rather, those who 
hold and exercise the public power, will be always a minority, and below 
them we find a numerous class of persons who do never, in any real sense, 
participate in government but merely submit to it: these may be called 
the ruled class.’^ 

Compare with this the following passage from the Elementi, eleven 
years later: 

In all societies ... two classes appear—a class that rules and a class that 
is ruled. I’hc first elass, always the less numerous, performs all political 
functions, monopolizes power, and enjoys the advantages that power 
brings, whereas the second, the more numerous class, is directed and con¬ 
trolled by the first, in a manner that is now more or less legal, now more 
or less arbitrary' and violent . . . 

lire latter statement is much more inclusive (covering both consti¬ 
tutional and arbitrary power systems); it has more nuance and is 
more elegantly written. But essentially it does not go beyond the 
older statement. Nor was there any need for it: both formulations 
represent first propositions, a device to sort out things for further, 
more elaborate analysis. What may be called Mosca's First Law of 
the Ruling Class is in itself the opposite of startling. Mosca himself 
tries to avoid giving the impression that he has made an earth-shak¬ 
ing discovery. He hastens to observe that mankind has, intuitively, 
always been aware of the fact that The Few rule 'I’he Many. We 
speak, Mosca reminds us in another writing, of ‘‘those on high, who 
have their finger in the pie, who make the good and the bad 
weather.'" 

Yet the harnilcssness of Mosca’s formulation is deceptive. 71 ic 
truism has a disturbing implication—disturbing not only the Aristo¬ 
telian, but the willing follower of Gaetano Mosca. The source of 
trouble is located, quite innocuously, in the very middle of the state¬ 
ment where the author says that all authority is being exercised in the 
mnic of whoever has the legal claim to sovereignty. And that, looking 
at first sight like a reassertion of, and a concession to, the old Aristo¬ 
telian triad, is in truth its absolute negation. Mosca will have none 
of it. Ilis ruling class, it seems, is not even identical with Aristotle's 
aristocracy. 

Now that is startling. One can understand why he excluded the 
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democratic demos from his definitions, since, according to our author, 
the majority never rules. Nor is there any real need to question his 
contention that, with rare exceptions, the monarchic power, even of 
the formally most absolute regime, is exercised not by the ruler him¬ 
self, but by others in his name.^^ 

But why insist on aristocracy, too, ruling by name only? llicre 
seems to be no reason to include it among the rois faineants. Aristoc¬ 
racies are usually not very large; nobody ever heard of an aristocratic 
majority of the people. Why then not simply contract Aristotle's 
three types of rule into one and say that all democracies and mon¬ 
archies arc in fact aristocracies—no matter whether they be of plebe¬ 
ian or noble origin? Did Mosca's pen just slip? But there is nothing 
casual about the whole passage; it has all the earmarks of a carefully 
composed and pondered piece. 'Flic answer to our question must be 
sought elsewhere. 

When we speak of aristocracy, we may employ the term in a prag¬ 
matic sense and label certain groups aristocratic because they effec¬ 
tively control the state. In that case, we do not inquire into their 
origins or into their specific claim to power; we arc satisfied with the 
accomplished fact that certain people arc in charge, whom we will, 
for convenient reasons, call aristocrats, although they may not at all 
act the part. That will be particularly true of a new aristocracy; in 
that case, there is reason to expect that, even if the fathers arc still 
boors, the children will, with the appurtenances of aristocratic privi¬ 
lege, acquire, if not the virtues then at least the attitudes of their 
exalted status. But that expectation is already influenced by the tradi¬ 
tional interpretation of the term “aristocratic." 

I’hc older notion, the by far more influential one, is the reverse 
of the pragmatic view: aristocratic status is not understood as the 
mere attribute of rulcrship; on the contrary, the right to rule is con¬ 
ceived as an attribute of aristocracy, as a claim, absolute or relative, 
to power based on some true or imaginary excellence. I’his is, of 
course, precisely the view which the Stagiritc took in his PolitieSy and 
one should think that Mosca would reject it with the rest of Aris¬ 
totle's theory of government. But we shall learn, to our surprise, that 
this is not the case. Occasionally, Mosca will feel the attraction of 
the power theory of politics; he may be said to straddle both interpre- 
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tations. But he is not, consciously, a trimmer. It is just that he is not 
a pragmatist. 

And though his anti-Aristotelian bark will prove to be worse than 
his bite, our author has no use for Aristotle's aristocracy. Tliat may 
have been personal whim or mere oversight. But I think not. The rul¬ 
ing class, in Gaetano Mosca's definition, cannot be equated with any 
old or new aristocracies, and for good reason. It is argued at some 
length and with considerable power of conviction: Mosca starts out 
by obscr\ang sensibly that under primitive conditions, in a savage 
tribe, a strong man is quite likely to emerge and to impose his regi¬ 
ment on the community (the author obviously does not refer to prim¬ 
itive, but to postprimitivc, small-scale society). However, in a state 
comprising millions of inhabitants such a thing would be quite im¬ 
possible. Now, Mosca's Law applies precisely to the latter case, to a 
“populous, orderly, and civilized human society." 

Blit granted our exceptional man could propel himself, in an un¬ 
usual situation, into a place situated centrally enough to scr\'c him 
as a pivot from which to set the entire vast and complex machine of 
government in motion, “that machine would still not be identical 
with him but be a human organism determined by a multitude of 
historical and social factors which a single man could neither create 
nor radically modify." 

"Hie same is true of “democratic" states; there too “a governmental 
machine is bound to be in existence," which machine will again 
“naturally" be composed of a minority in charge of all activities of 
government.^- In consequence: 

Tliat special class of persons forms the government, and it is in that 
class entirely.. .The masses, the majority, to be sure, furnish I that class! 
with the means by which it sustains and justifies its action, and they do 
so cither voluntarily, because they see the benefits that flow from it, or 
else tlicy do it under duress. 

In any ease, the impact of the dominant minority is irresistible, and 
that is due to two unquestionable facts of social human nature: 

Superior moral fibre will in the long run prevail over superior numbers 
and brute force; and, secondly, far more important yet less noted than 
the first: an organized minority, acting in concert, will forever triumph 
over a disorganized majority of people without common will or impulse.^-'* 
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The indebtedness to Machiavelli is too obvious to need special 
emphasis. We note for future reference that Mosca's dominant 
minority owes its position to its higher moral caliber. But we note 
also that the moral superiority of the elite needs, in order to become 
effective, a collective form: organization. Whether the morality of 
the elite is, in the author’s view, a mere effect of organized existence, 
that is, an esprit de corps distinct from individual moral qualities, or 
whether he believes that moral superiority explains the irresistible 
strength of all organized minorities, explains the power of organiza¬ 
tion—all that remains to be seen. For the time being, Mosca confines 
himself to listing the names by which the ruling classes of all ages 
and civilizations were known to the majority of subjects. Whether 
these paid homage to the barons, clergymen, and communal officials 
in the Middle Ages, to the bureaucrats and courtiers of the age of 
absolutism, to the mandarins in China, to the samurai and daimios 
in Japan, to the Tehinovniks of old Russia; whether their betters were 
the Knglish landlords and capitalists or, in America, the ‘Toliticians” 
(szc)—always and everywhere did the power to dispose and to exer¬ 
cise authority and to assume responsibility rest with a special class. 
Its elements may vary according to place and time, but that class will 
invariably confront and control the mass of the governed: “This 
special class we arc hereafter going to call the political class.” 

The question of why Mosca refused to equate his political class 
with Aristotle’s aristocracy seems to resolve itself, although our au¬ 
thor is not very helpful in the process. Ilis list of “ruling classes” is, 
to say the least, confusing. No American will agree that his “Politi¬ 
cians” constitute the ruling class—assuming that there is, in this re¬ 
public, something like a ruling class in Mosca’s sense. The Chinese 
mandarin class fits the definition better, and so docs the Russian 
Tchin. The English “landlords and capitalists” will hardly do. The 
influence of Marx seems to have misled Mosca momentarily. Marx 
indeed could identify both social groups as ruling classes. But those 
classes never were, in their totality, identical with the political “ma¬ 
chine,” the organized minority of Mosea's political class. Nor will the 
medieval barons, elcrg\micn, and city consuls qualify. The feudal sys¬ 
tem lacked, as Mosca will inform us later on, precisely the co-ordi¬ 
nating powers of large-scale administration. Perhaps he thought of 
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the feudal lords gathered in parliament, or of the continental great 
estates deliberating with the king or emperor. But Ntosca’s entire 
emphasis is, at this point, so much on integrated action (alien to the 
feudal age), the argument so intent on executive controls and mech¬ 
anisms, that this explanation hardly satisfies. 

Inconsistencies aside, the meaning of the definition is quite ob¬ 
vious. What Mosca tries to say is that his political class is, as a rule, 
distinct from, although of course in most cases (but less frequently 
than one would think) derived from, the traditionally so-callcd rill¬ 
ing classes. Mosca might have spared us—and himself—a great deal 
of trouble had he only spoken of the ruling classes in the Marxian 
sense as upper classes, thus distinguishing between them and his own 
ruling class which constitutes the organized core of the upper strata, 
exercising control as, or else over, the government. (lie later docs 
distinguish between an upper and a lower stratum of the political 
class, but that is something else again, because both strata, the first 
very small, the second larger, do partake in government, in a direct¬ 
ing and executive capacity, respectively.) 

If this is so, any member of an upper class—a baron or entrcj)re- 
nenr—will hold superior rank in his society, but he will not, in 
Mosca’s meaning, necessarily govern. The French aristocracy which 
did not meet the rising power of its first peer, the king, with a tightly 
knit organization will be overwhelmed by his machine, composed of 
commoners, in the belated struggles of the Fronde, Wlicre the aris¬ 
tocrats were in control, in Venice for example, they had to distill 
from their own class the tiglitly integrated group of actual rulers. But 
even had the political class of that city coincided witli the total 
number of Venetian nobles, Mosca would have still insisted that 
the actual power of the dominant minority was based on its organi¬ 
zation, not on its status. A nobility could hobnob with its govcni- 
ment, it could use pull, exert all kinds (jf pressure, but it would 
still not necessarily belong to Gaetano Mosca’s ruling class. 

Power then is always power organized. It would be going too far to 
proclaim that power is organization, but unless I have entirely mis¬ 
read our author, there cannot be, according to him, any lasting power 
without at least a modicum of what Weber has called “bureaucrati¬ 
zation.” This is merely one more way of indicating what we know 
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already: Mosca's Law is applicable only to societies that have reached 
advanced stages of civilization.-® 


The Genesis of Ruling Classes 

So far we have been shown that elites do exist. But how do they 
come into being? Mosca appears baffled by that question. “How they 
are formed, or, rather, how they have been formed, we generally do 
not know.” He blames this ignorance on the scarcity of records left 
behind by earlier societies. About the formative stage of the Graeco- 
Roman city-state and the postmedieval nation-state we know a great 
deal more, but still not enough to advance a general theory of elite 
origins. What we can ascertain, with reasonable certainty, is just this: 
“Brutal force, necessity ratlier than rational consideration or free 
will prompted the aggregation of men into great societies.” 

We are most anxious to hear more about the role of force as the 
great unifier, but for reasons which will only emerge slowly, Mosca 
is unwilling to say more about the subject and proceeds to state that 
integration was a gradual process moving from initial anarchy to first 
small and then ever larger groupings. “A large group always arises 
out of several small ones. There is the constant tendency of these 
small aggregations to reconstitute themselves whenever a large social 
group dissolves—and that occurs particularly in the case that the 
autonomy of the old subgroup has not been completely abrogated.” 

Again, we note for future reference that Mosca, known for his 
view that the best state will be one in which the “social forces” are 
in balance and do not lose their autonomy complclcly—that the same 
Mosca, at the outset of his writing career, seemed to frown upon 
autonomy and seemed to equate the articulation of society in vigor¬ 
ous small groups with anarchy. But lest his reader assume that he 
holds with that fabulous creature, the solitary anarchist of the old 
contract theory, Mosca, as it behooved the social scientist of his age, 
reassures us that the evolution of the human race starts with the 
group. More specifically, it starts with the family, a unit composed 
of “at least ten members.” 

This figure might suggest that Mosca follows Gumplowicz, who ar¬ 
gued against Aristotle that the family could not possibly have existed 
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‘‘prior in time" to the state, since, as the Stagirite himself assumes, 
the family already contained slaves, the management of whom re¬ 
quired the prior institutionalization, legal and political, of slaver)': 
“Hence the existence of a family of this kind presupposes the exist¬ 
ence of the state.” And that means, pace Aristotle, the state prior not 
only '"by logic” but also “in time.” 

But of that there is no trace in the Teorica. Mosca is satisfied that 
the original family nucleus already reveals the division into domi¬ 
nant and dominated elements—the dualism which, by the process of 
slow integration, leads from smaller groupings to the supergroup, the 
state. The family heads band together in the primitive organization, 
which develops, through millennia, until it becomes Mosca’s political 
or ruling class. In the beginning came the patriarchs, then the 
stern heroes, and then the aristocrats, our author might have written, 
quoting Vico. Indeed, he says something very similar: “As social ag¬ 
gregations take form among the vicissitudes of strife, the strong, the 
rulers and chiefs, draw together and thus come to form the ruling, or 
political, class, while the others, the ruled elements, melt into a mass 
of subdued and governed individuals.” 

There is in this passage still no hint that the position of “the 
strong, the rulers” might not be merely an incident, but the direct 
result of “strife” as the “efficient” and not merely the “material” 
cause of power. Rut that would make war and conquest, the subjec¬ 
tion of one human unit by another, the root of the state and ruling 
classes. It would be, in one word, Giiinplowicz, not Mosca, whose 
“strife” has merely the cflFcct of making the strong ones close ranks; 
the ruling class arises from within one social group instead of being 
imposed on it from without. And there is, certainly, enough historic 
evidence available to show that some, if not all, ruling classes did 
arise that way: through an internal process of elitist integration.^® 

The question poses itself why our author, dedicated antisocialist 
that he was, chose to adopt the socialist, specifically Marxist, theory 
of class differentiation after having rejected out of hand the conquest 
doctrine of the origin of social classes as developed by the bourgeois 
thinker, Giiinplowicz. The answer to that puzzle has to be deferred; 
all we can say here is that Mosca docs not recognize brute force as 
the prime mover of civilization. The struggle for predominance is, as 
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he sees it, merely incidental to the union and solidification of elite 
spearheads already in existence. For him, power—at this stage in any 
case—is not the collective product of a social process which endows 
the leadership of a few men with seemingly outstanding strength; 
rather it is leadership that seems to generate the social, the collective 
power. The Few arc not The Strong because they rule-no, Tlie Few 
rule because they arc The Strong. Or even better: they can be so 
strong because they arc so few. Once more, the essence of the politi¬ 
cal class is not status, but organization. Ruling bodies are co-ordi¬ 
nated groups. But the consolidation of minorities has a disintegrating 
effect upon the majorities: the larger group from which a new elite 
has issued loses its old solidarity; it dissolves into individual atoms. 
Later Mosca will inform us that this mass of individuals remains the 
source of ever new articulations (meaning new elites); for the time 
being he seems content with establishing a clear dichotomy between 
those who arc subjects and those who arc merely objects of decision¬ 
making power. 



2 

FORCES AND FORMULAS 


The fusion of the leader elements may remain incomplete; in that 
case, the authority of the political class will remain precarious. Indi¬ 
vidual strong-man action will go on in force, whereas when and where 
integration is complete, it will be truly “irresistible.’' 'I’hc charisma 
of one man or a number of men gives way to routinization, to use the 
expression of Max Weber. In our author’s terminology: the coming 
of age of the political class signifies the end of personal rule. 

By what is it replaced? Mosca could, with Rousseau, say: by the 
rule of law. But he is not yet ready for that answer. lie first intro¬ 
duces ns to still another of his major concepts when he observes that 
the dominant minority “absorbs a great many of the existing social 
forces.”' lie will presently explain the term “social force” as com¬ 
prehending all pursuits and interests of social relevance at any given 
stage of cultural development. Such qualities as best meet the de¬ 
mand of a civilization will be at a premium. In a primitive society, 
the preferential type will be the able fighting man and hunter. In 
more settled times, it will become the feudal lord, and still later, the 
landlord. Long before that, he and his like will have found a rival— 
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and an ally—in the servant of The Lord of Peaee who ministers to the 
emotional and spiritual needs of the people, ineidentally protecting 
them, to some extent, against the men of war. Lastly, mcrcantiliza- 
tion and urbanization will bring into play another “social force”: the 
middle class. 

To say, as Mosca docs, that organized minorities “absorb” the 
social forces is only another way of stating that each social force tends 
to assert itself in the perennial struggle for predominance. If there is 
not more than one social force that matters, it will furnish the entire 
assemblage that constitutes the ruling class. If there is a plurality of 
potent social forces, the political class will do well to mirror at least 
those that cannot be repressed. If they do not find recognition, 
the political class, not being fully representative, is likely to lose 
power, since unabsorbed social interests arc apt to find their own 
“strong men,” prepared to challenge yesterday’s monopoly of power. 

In that situation, the political class will discover that repressive 
measures do not work and must be supplemented by persuasion. More 
important still, the rulers will find it advisable not to repulse but to 
attract new personnel. Mosca is quite explicit on these points, al¬ 
though some of liis early formulations give the wrong impression: as 
if all activity took place exclusively within the ruling class, as if power 
had, like water, only one direction, downward. But that is not Mosca’s 
view at all, not even in his early work. 'I’lic power flow as seen in the 
Teorica is clearly circular; its thrust is channeled and its upward pres¬ 
sure has to pass through locks impeding its velocity, but there is never 
a suggestion that it ought to be dammed up. 

Mosca finds almost solemn words to declare that whoever is a 
member of the ruling class must never be coerced by those above 
him. F'rcc co-operation within the entire controlling group is the 
condition for the proper exercise of power. 'I’liis sounds like a mere 
reminder of Plato’s ironical remark that there must be honor even 
among thieves.*'^ But there is more to it: “Not constraint, but man’s 
natural passion for power and such advantages as adhere to it must 
be and is the incentive for entering the dominating class.” ® 

Unless this is a mere slip of the pen, Mosca’s ideal ruling class is 
not to be construed as a closed corporation but as open toward and 
accessible to members from among the dominated masses. To say 
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that the members of the elite are not to be coerced because they can¬ 
not function if cocrccd is one thing; advocating freedom from con¬ 
straint of the elite as a means for attracting members of the nonclite, 
another. The idea, undeveloped in the Teoricdy is a preview of Pare¬ 
to's doctrine of the “circulation of elites." * And closely following the 
concept and connected with it we discover Mosca's version of the 
myth. 

He links it to the well-known fiction of the social contract and is 
willing to find some slight merit in that notion. It makes it easier to 
explain and justify submission to political authority if we assume to 
have authorized it originally. Or we may hit upon some other formula 
ill order to equate authority with superiority. We may find that the 
powers that be rule because they have some moral claim to rule: they 
arc, or arc assumed to be, in the literal sense of the word, our betters. 
Every one of them does, or should in any case, possess “a merit or a 
quality to which the group of which he is a part attributes great im¬ 
portance"—-and the recognition by the group comes mainly, perhaps, 
because not all people have, or can have, superior quality. I’liat moral 
eminence being one of the distinguishing marks of the ruling class, 
our acceptance or rejection of that class will be dependent on the 
evidence of or absence of it.® 

Blit since that excellence is varying in character, depending on the 
period and the country, Mosca decides, just like Aristotle, that “no 
single criterion for the forming of, and the admission to, the ruling 
class can be established." The decisive factor is the paramount need 
of society at a specific stage of its development. Put differently: the 
specific “virtue" of the elite will be its ability to perform an essential 
social function, which, in turn, will be that of the most important 
social force or forces of society. The author is now ready to explain 
that term at length. 

Physical prow'css is the indispensable characteristic of elites in a 
civilization just emerging from horde anarchy. The more the habits 
of the group become refined, the more brute force loses significance. 
Nor must we confuse, as Mosca takes great trouble to inform us, 
primitive pugnaciousness with “military valor." Even savage man 
bows not so much to the material superiority as to the intellect and 
resoluteness of the masters. It is in those qualities that we must seek 
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the explanation for authority, and for its correlates, obedience and 
respect. 

The growing need for intellectual and moral nourishment begets a 
second social force and its particular elite: the clergy. It soon occupies 
the scats of pow'cr alongside of, or even ahead of, the military, who by 
now have settled down as the lords temporal. And as the market 
places for their manors graduate to cities, the third social force devel¬ 
ops: money power, commerce. While there can be no doubt that in 
the dawn of society “the sole means to acquire and to preserve a for¬ 
tune was the sword,’' in later times the causal nexus becomes less 
one-sided, and we can no longer say with certainty whether it is 
wealth that unlocks the gate to the manor of the noble, or whether 
riches accrue from armed force and with the riches, power. In a 
certain period of Graeco-Roman antiquity, ‘‘the wealthy classes fur¬ 
nished the main forces for the war and simultaneously controlled the 
state." In that connection, Mosca notes that the Athenian rich 
served in the cavalry and heavy infantry (as hoplites), while the mid¬ 
dle class fought as light infantry (the peltasts), a branch of the armed 
services which prior to the second century b.c. was unimportant. 'I'hc 
poorest citizens, we are told, were excluded from all military service. 
But, as Aristotle knew, the poor of the Piraeus district manned the 
ships, and they were “wholly democratic." ® 

As the economic factor asserts itself more and more, the military 
class becomes much less important. In times of trouble it may regain, 
for a while, its previous role, but on the whole our author, member 
of a gciicratiou for whom the Napoleonic wars were a thing of the 
remote past and our own world wars iindrcaincd-of, is convinced that 
in his rich and civilized society the frequent wars of the past had 
become “an absolute impossibility." 

If one says that today wealth is the main criterion of admission to 
the ruling class, that statement must be qualified at once to read that 
wealth is merely a prerequisite to more important attributes. Only 
insofar and inasmuch as it enables its possessor to acquire the culture 
and the knowledge necessary to direct a modern state can economic 
affluence and independence assume the proportions of social force. 
As our author dryly adds: “Those qualities are always much more 
easily acquired by a rich man.” 
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But, he says, whether the prerogative to rulership be based on birth 
(descent from the strong men) or wealth (inheritance), the ruling 
class will try to buttress and perpetuate its claims to eminence by 
legislation. The implicit or explicit purpose of all such enactments, 
civil or religious, is always the same: the permanent exclusion of the 
lowly born from the lists of the elect few. 

Permanent exclusion? Did Mosca’s pen slip after all when, a few 
pages earlier, he had written of the recruiting device “that must be 
and is the incentive for entering the dominating class”? No, because 
the whole context of that passage clearly refers to an adxanced social 
stage. Closed ruling classes belong to the past, to the beginnings of 
civilization. Having said that much, Mosca is once more presented 
with the fatal question: how did those first ruling classes manage to 
establish their monopoly of privilege? Emerging from the anarchy of 
posttribal societies (for that seems to be Mosca's starting ])oint), the 
primitive elite should have shown the characteristics of an open 
rather than a restricted corporation, with restrictive measures gradu¬ 
ally affecting the original competitive selection.^ Instead, we arc told 
that the movement went from closed to open. Surely everything 
would have been simpler for our author if he had explained the 
origin of ruling classes and the state from conquest. 

Mosca almost docs so this time, but not quite. He is embarrassed, 
he equivocates and hedges when replying that the coming into being 
of a ruling class must be ascribed to the conditions of “primitive 
times, or to the fact that the process of social aggregation started with 
the submission of an inferior race to a superior one, or to some other 
reasons .. 

The ghost of Gumplowicz still haunts him and cannot be laid to 
rest. 

The ruling class, once it has legalized its privileges, may enjoy them 
undisturbed for a long time, “provided it retains the qualities through 
which it had achieved its power.” In that case, the legal limitations 
will be willy-nilly acquiesced to by the subjects and will be resented 
only by “the one or other isolated individual who, though personally 
qualified for entry into the political class, finds himself ostracized 
by law.” Howwer, sooner or later that situation is bound to 
change: 
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When the aptitude to command and exercise political control is no 
longer the sole possession of the legal rulers but has become common 
enough among other people, when outside the ruling class another class 
has formed which finds itself deprived of power though it does have the 
capacity to share in the responsibilities of government—then that law has 
become an obstacle in the path of an elemental force and must, by one 
way or another, go.® 

There arc three things remarkable about this statement. One is its 
Marxist undertone: the striking similarity between the ‘‘obstacle” 
and the “integument [which finally] is burst asunder.” Likewise, 
Pareto’s “circulation of elites” makes here another of its prenatal ap¬ 
pearances. Most startling perhaps is Mosca’s avowal that a whole 
class other than the one in command may possess the necessary quali¬ 
ties for rule. But Mosca is, of course, not thinking of an entire social 
class in the conventional sense of the term but merely of its spear¬ 
head, crystallized into a new political class ready to take over. The 
French have a word for such a group: les ministrahles. 

Rut how could they become a crowed? If we take Mosca literally, 
then a ruling elass which, to use Oswald Spcngler’s term, is still “in 
form,” should be perfectly able to contain the commoners behind the 
hurdle of privilege, so that their superior individuals would remain 
few and far between. Why should that situation ever change? Why 
should “the aptitude to command” ever “become common among 
other people,” unless we throw all elitist caution to the winds and 
assume that talent is more common after all than we had previously 
believed. The likelihood, not mentioned yet by Mosca, that a ruling 
elite resting on its oars will become decadent might help us to ex¬ 
plain why the old ruling class is shrinking; it would not account for 
the growth of an out-elite. 

But all this is mere quibbling. All Mosca has to do is to fall back 
upon his theory of social forces and assert that they arc generally able 
to produce their own elites, no matter what repression, legal or illegal, 
the old rulers may resort to. Indeed, Mosca does say something of the 
sort, if only in a half-hearted aside. Remarking on the methods by 
which the patricians of the medieval German communes and the 
oligarchs of Venice blocked the access to their own charmed circle, 
Mosca writes: “When a class contains all the dominating elements 
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of a society, it may act in that fashion with impunity; yet, in the 
course of centuries, it will have difficulty in keeping dominating ele¬ 
ments from forming outside the existing ruling class and in excluding 
them legally from power without stirring up a struggle/' 

That struggle will be fought between the old elite which has ceased 
to contain all ministrables, and new social interests which the “ins" 
have failed, or refused, to make their own while there was still time. 


Tlie Unwritten Law 

The fall of legal barriers does not make possible right away that 
open ruling class implied in Mosca’s thesis. Privileges based on birth 
will linger on long after their official abolition. By birth our author 
here means wealth—the useful contacts and the easy access to a pleth¬ 
ora of information which is either totally denied or only made avail¬ 
able to the poor at a disproportionate expense of time and effort. 

In Mosca's day—and in this second half of the twentieth century 
as well-“we find many instances in which elective offices have con¬ 
stantly remained the property of one and the same family." 'lb 
characterize that fact, Mosca makes use of the happy term of “infeu- 
dation."’^ Political jobs, and not only those bestowed by the elec¬ 
torate, become attached to certain “dynasties" by (he right of hered¬ 
ity. The same names recur regularly, generation after generation—in 
the rosters of the diplomatic services particularly. Someone said that 
it is possible to write an English history by just consulting a few 
dozen chronicles of hhiglish families. The same is true almost to the 
same degree of the French Republic, where two family elans virtu¬ 
ally owned the French Foreign Office before 1940 , and of Mosca's 
Italy. As for the United States, with its deep distrust of Harvard men 
in high positions, one has only to evoke such names as Adams, Biddle, 
Holmes, Hoover, Lodge, La Pbllcttc, 'Paft, and Roosevelt, to mention 
a few families of national fame, in order to see Mosca's point.^- 

In the Teorica nothing is said to indicate the author's attitude 
toward that “infeudation" process in our democratic age. But wc 
would guess that he looked on it sympathetically, even if we did not 
know it from his later works. A decade later he will rc])eat almost 
verbatim what wc have just quoted, and add: “Qualification for im- 
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portant office ... is much more readily acquired when one has had a 
certain familiarity with it from childhood... There is no eliminat¬ 
ing that ... which the French call the advantage of positions d6jd 
prises" If this statement still has a factual ring to it, the laudatory 
note is frankly sounded in the second volume of the Elementi: 

It is not so certain ... that it would be altogether beneficial to the 
co]Iecti\ ity to have c\ery achantage of birth eliminated in the struggle for 
ineiiibcrship in the ruling class and for high position in the social hier¬ 
archy. If all individuals could participate in the scramble on an equal 
footing, struggle would be intensified to the point of frenzy ... It may 
very well be that certain intellectual and moral qualities ... require, if 
they are to develop and exert their influence, that the same families should 
hold fairly high social positions for a number of generations.^-^ 

'riic democratic reader may not take too kindly to this notion, 
which, however, is essential to our author's outlook. Elites do not 
grow overnight, they need an incubation period which lasts longer 
than one generation. Since to Mosca the well-funetioning of the elites 
is synonymous with the health of soeiety, he is naturally inelined to 
look with favor upon any tendency that would slow down class mobil¬ 
ity in our fast-moving time, and with disfavor upon any measures 
such as would '‘intensify the struggle to the point of frenzy." For 
instance, Gaetano Mosca was quite worried about the electoral and 
other reforms proniulgated by the British Liberals before World 
War I, confiding to his son; “The English move too fast." Even the 
one and only ruling class which for so long had managed to absorb 
all comers without much harm to tradition seemed to have lost its 
firm touch. I’hat boded ill for hmgland's futiire.^^ 

It is rather strange that Mosca, with his group concept of social 
evolution, should describe the “scramble” for high position in a thor¬ 
oughly democratized society as one between “individuals." Docs that 
mean that in a highly mobile and exceedingly competitive civilization 
groups and classes would forfeit their raison d'etre and dissolve into 
their social atoms? One should think that, on the contrary, the very 
“frenzy" of the struggle would make for an even stronger and more 
rigidly enforced group solidarity or, rather for a multitude of such 
group solidarities, as the means of protection for the frantic, fright- 
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ened individual. This Mosca did not see. Moreover, by describing 
the presumed effects of maximum acceleration in individualistic 
terms, he deprived himself of the chance to view that extreme situa¬ 
tion as a competition between too many too-fast-moving elites. That 
task was, much later, performed by Mannheim.'^ Mosca's failure to 
cope with the problem is, of course, excusable. When he began to 
write, the necessary data were not yet available; by the time indus¬ 
trial society showed all the symptoms of a mass neurosis, Mosca's 
writing days were all but over. There remains the fact that the 
Teorica contains the materials from which others could construct 
the necessary framework for a study of elite formation in an open 
mass society. 

For the study of that kind of society and nothing else is Mosca’s 
intent when he introduces, after the military and economic criteria, 
achievement, personal ''merit” as the "ultimate principle determin¬ 
ing the recruitment for the political class.” That term comprises all 
the special aptitudes enabling a man to discharge a public function 
properly: the quality of his knowledge, his intelligence, his character. 
Personal merit thus understood becomes the badge of admission to 
the ruling class in any markedly mature society: "And that is so not 
merely because in such society certain sentiments of social justice and 
equality, which by the way arc innate in man, have become stronger, 
but also, and mainly, because the technical and scientific elements 
arc now more developed.” 

Mosca's categorical aside about the innate sentiments of man, far 
from being a mere lapse into an older way of thinking, represents his 
true conviction: wc shall see that social justice in his view is not, as 
one would assume from a casual perusal of his R?//mg Clem, the mere 
codification of a given power situation ("balance of the social 
forces”), but the sum of moral notions shared by all. Mosca's “jus¬ 
tice” is a unitary concept, it is that which cannot be created by one 
group alone because it is the joint possession and cieafion of the 
whole. Tin’s is Mosca, the moralist. As pragmatist, however, he ex¬ 
plains the increased prestige of the trained specialist from technolog¬ 
ical rather than moral reasons. Now that managerial know-how has 
become a must for an ever-growing sector of the ruling class, wealth. 
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property alone will no longer provide the key to publie offiee. They 
will, at least “to some extent be counterbalanced by another social 
force: knowledge." 

Since it is easier to visualize a “social force" in terms of people, we 
will substitute for the word knowledge, the large, motley host of 
civil servants and white-collar workers, office managers and engineers, 
scholars and scientists. All, whether they aspire to high office or only 
to a routine job, must now undergo some kind of training that may 
last from six months to six years; they must produce more and more 
certificates attesting to the various “aptitudes" mentioned by Mosca. 
Their character and, lately even their associations, their opinions, all 
come under public scrutiny. 

“Knowledge," the common denominator for the new social force, 
has indeed become the synonym for power. But it is too diversified, 
too specialized to give the New Clerks the distinctive character of a 
new class. Mosca seems to disown that offspring of his own thought, 
Burnham’s doctrine of the Managerial Revolution, when he cautions 
against overrating the power potential of the new men of achieve¬ 
ment. They labor under handicaps more severe than their predeces¬ 
sors on the social scene. As long as they still have to fight for recogni¬ 
tion, “it is difficult if not impossible to see how wealth could lose its 
importance altogether." The reasons are too obvious to require re¬ 
statement. Mosca adds that, in the long run, the new intelligentsia 
will, by hard work and will power, overcome the odds of poverty. 
More important is another handicap that slows down their ascend¬ 
ancy: 

Personal achievement ... has the special trait that it docs not impose 
itself of its own accord; it docs not, as is the case with wealth or birth, 
become an active force by just existing: on the contrary, it becomes valu¬ 
able only if it has already, in a more or less official way, found recog¬ 
nition.'® 

That is to say that the intelligentsia is, and is bound to remain 
(for some time? forever?) a subsidiary clement of the political class. 
But that fact hardly detracts from the importance of the new elite of 
merit. For it is precisely from its ranks that the decisive second layer 
of the dominant class is composed. 
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We can read in the Elementi: 

The Two Strata 

In the last analysis ... the stability of any political organism depends 
on the level of morality, intelligence and activity that this second stratum 
lias attained; and this soundness is commonly the greater in proportion 
as a sense of the collective interests of nation or class succeeds in exerting 
pressure on the individual ambitions or greeds of the members of this 
class. 

This concept docs not yet appear clear-cut in the Teorica, but two 
assumptions already stand out: First, a small group of top leaders 
may lay claim to legal sovereignty in the state. In actuality, however, 
the small group depends on the skills and the good will of the larger 
subgroup, which is clearly more than a mere tool, since the con¬ 
tinuity of the regime is predicated on the functioning of the sec¬ 
ondary elite. If that substratum should break up, the top regime 
could no longer function cither, although the disappearance of the 
top group would not necessarily result in disaster. Its personnel could 
probably be replaced from the reservoir of trained administrators and 
technicians of the lower stratum. As the author puts it in the I'7e- 
menti: ‘"Any intellectual or moral deficiencies in this second stratum, 
accordingly, represent a graver danger to the political structure ... 
than the presence of similar deficiencies in the few dozen ])crs()us 
who control the workings of the state machine.'' 

The higher stratum can be compared to the “generals and staff*' of 
an army, Jiud the lower stratum “to the officers who lead the rank 
and file in person under fire." 'riierc is no doubt in Mosca's mind 
which of the two groups would turn out to be the more important 
one if, “due to some unlikely accident," the one or the other “were 
to disappear at one stroke." Ilis judgment echoes Saint-Simon's ilhis- 
trious dictum which so deeply shocked the censor of post-Napolconic 
France.^^ 

In no sense, therefore, could Mosca's second stratmn be considered 
secondary in importance to the first. Its officers do not merely im¬ 
plement the rules, they more than help in making and interpreting 
decisions. It is they who have to make those policies concrete and 
palatable to the public. Tlicy, and not the top men, arc exposed to 
public counteraction: to that “pressure on their individual ambitions 
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or greed,” as Mosea put it, and to publie eensure of their publie aets 
as well. 

Second, that public reaction will be all the more effective as the 
subelite stands in a much closer relationship to the ruled people than 
to its superiors in the higher ruling stratum. At first glance this con¬ 
tention does not seem to be borne out by the appearances—partic¬ 
ularly in countries where the administrative class has a special social 
status unknown in those countries which arc democracies. But even in 
those which arc not, the public functionaries are recruited for the 
most part from the people and remain, to some extent, susceptible 
to the pulls of their old milieu. To be sure, their new function and 
environment will weaken the old influences. But to some degree, at 
least those members of the subclite who come in daily contact with 
the people may be said, in an informal way, to represent them. 

But how well? That will depend on the mode of selection. The 
importance of that factor is already recognized in the Teorica, al¬ 
though, again, spelled out only a decade later in the Elementi. 

Civil service examinations, with those on high setting the standards 
and passing judgment, are one possible way of determining merit. 
Mosca finds the most perfect example of that method in prerevolu¬ 
tionary China. The mandarin class was recruited on the basis of 
elaborate entrance tests; each subsequent promotion was conditional 
on further stiff examinations. “China,” Mosca writes three decades 
before Sun Yat-sen's republic, “is the country in which the criterion 
of achievement is most rigorously applied. If it docs not yield the 
best possible results, the reason is assuredly not any lack of conse¬ 
quence and logic, but perhaps, so to speak, the very excess of these 
qualities.” He was to write, in the same caustic vein, of democratic 
institutions that “they may be able to endure for some time yet if our 
apparent democracy is not fatally carried away by logic, its worst 
enemy.” 

His second example, relegated for good reasons to a footnote, is the 
Russian Tchin. The Tsarist bureaucrats ruled the state like the Chi¬ 
nese mandarins, but birth and wealth played a far greater role in the 
selection process than did merit. 

In the central and occidental Europe of his day, our author finds 
the mandarin type of administration side by side with the plebisci- 
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tarian method of creating public ser\'ants, whereby anybody becomes 
eligible for a pre-established number of positions; his examining 
board is the voting public. Still another, third type of officialdom 
was, when our author wrote, peculiar to England, where important 
offices, especially on the borough and county levels, were filled by 
govenimcntal appointment without any great concern for cpialifica- 
tions other than good reputation: '‘Thus in that country many func¬ 
tionaries are neither elected by the people, nor arc they bureaucratic 
employees, but arc selected on the strength of their social position.'' 
Mosca does not hide his sympathy for that old-fashioned type of 
government by unpaid notables who seemed to be “more independ¬ 
ent of both local influences and the central power." It seems Mosca 
remained partial to that system long after it had gone out of use in 
England, for his later concept of a disinterested ruling class has many 
of the features that distinguished the old British squirearchy.'** 

He is now ready to sum up his findings. But that summary is much 
more than a mere restatement of the principles established in his 
short but seminal first chapter: As a rule, he says, advanced societies, 
in the selection of their ruling sets, do not rely upon a sole criterion 
to the exclusion of all others. There is hardly a limit to the number 
of potential combinations, which in turn depend on the degree of 
civilization a people has achieved. "These combinations represent 
the variable element," the constant factor being “that in all times 
and in all societies political functions arc entrusted to a special class." 
Enumerating once more the three elements, militar)' valor, economic 
energy, and intellectual training, Mosca adds that once intelligence 
has broken away from its ecclesiastic moorings, it “imposes itself in¬ 
dependently, like a natural force." This conflicts with his earlier 
assessment of achievement as a social force “that docs not impose 
itself on its own accord ... it docs not become an active force by just 
existing." I know of no way to resolve this contradiction, the kind of 
thing which would never have marred the work of a more logical- 
hut also perhaps lesser—mind. 

To leave no doubt in our minds that his principles arc valid under 
all conditions, Gaetano Mosca declares solemnly: 

The political history of mankind through the ages, in all nations and 
civilizations, may be summarized under two headings: wc ha\i‘ to con- 
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sider, on the one hand, the degree of co-ordination that exists between 
the various political classes, the amount of resources they have concen¬ 
trated in their hands, and the effective strength of their collective action; 
on the other hand, the various forces that make up these classes, the 
specific methods by which they impose their rule, their struggles and 
their clashes, their maneuvers, shifts, and deals.^o 

In the first part of this iron law the stress is on homogeneity, in the 
second part on diversity. The unitary and the pluralistic elements 
are complementary, two aspects of one and the same phenomenon. 
Tlie balance, the particular way in which equilibrium is brought 
about, determines the dynamics which the ruling class seen as a unit 
will be able to display: 'The mobility of human societies depends 
entirely upon the continuous change in the relationship of the two 
faetors.” On the interplay, the blending, of the unitary and the 
pluralistic tendencies depends the fate of states, "whether they shall 
grow in strength or weaken; [and] their domestic agitations and dis¬ 
sensions which, in the majority of cases, will have salutary conse¬ 
quences but may also rend the social fabric and lead to collapse and 
dissolution.” 

This is admirable, and it would be admirable even in an older 
man. 'riicrc is only one thing to regret: that Mosca did not yet 
elaborate his statement. There is a great deal that could be said about 
the two last lines alone, which show such superb insight into the 
ambivalence of social process, into the importance of the agonistic 
clement as a creative as well as disruptive force, into the need for a 
dynamic balance—all these problems Mosca will develop later as 
ramifications of his central theory. 


A Real Need of Human Nature 

Having almost reached the end of the expository section, Mosca, 
rather suddenly, brings up a further point. It turns out to be his con¬ 
cept of the "political formula,” well known to all students of The 
Ruling Class.^^ Twenty years before Sorel coined the term "myth” 
to cireumscribe the vague but forceful images which may inspire 
The Riiled,^^ Mosca formulated the myth of Tlie Rulers: 
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No political class, however constituted, will say outright that it rules 
because... its members are the ones most fit to rule. Instead, that elass 
will always try to justify its power on the ground of an abstraction which 
we shall call the political formula. To say that all officials derive their 
authority from the official sovereign, who, in turn, derives it from God, is 
to make use of a political formula; another version is expressed in the 
phrase that all power resides in the people. 

I’he notion at once recalls Marx and his ‘‘class ideology,'' it is as old 
as Plato's golden lie. But something new is added, which, in a way, 
takes the sting out of the Marxian and Platonie formulations: “At 
first sight, we seem to be confronted by a palpable mystification. 
Even so, however, the political formula would have its raison cTetre, 
its importance ... Well documented as a constant fact by history, it 
must respond to a true need of human nature." 

Mosca's formula, then, would imply more than “false conscious¬ 
ness" and its reflections in the class-bound human mind. And it 
would not, like the myth of Plato's ruler or Pareto's “derivation," 
merely denote a pragmatic truth, “social utility/’ It would do all 
these things, but also it would seem to satisfy, or to have satisfied at 
some point in the past, a common hunger for objective truth, a 
psychological demand transcending interest. The chant of the I'Vcnch 
Revolution, liberie, egalite, fraternite, our author might have said, 
was, to be sure, well suited to the class ambitions of the bourgeoisie, 
but it rang equally true to the lower class caiuiille. 

However, that would have been more than Mosca wished to say. 
Unlike Sorel, he does not use the myth as a tool of lil)cration from 
the shackles of determinism and matcrialisni; facts are facts, and 
though the concept of the “formula" deserves close study, it docs 
not have, Mosca says, the same importance as the principles of the 
political class and the social forces. 

llie “true need of human nature" is, contends onr author, “man’s 
wish to believe that it is easier to submit to an abstract principle 
than to another man, who rules him because he knows how to rule.” 
And that wish to believe, in turn, is aided by man's natural capacity 
to believe something in the teeth of stubborn facts. In short, the 
“formula" successfully exploits human credulity, and the true need 
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of human nature is to be deceived. I’hat justifies the golden lie to 
some extent; social utility becomes social necessity. Whereas Sorel's 
myth soars above the facts of life, Mosca’s has the function to make 
these facts palatable. Marx’s “ideology” distorts the facts and twists 
them so that they may fit class interests, while Mosca’s “formula” 
accepts facts and makes them endurable by a semantic change that 
helps our self-respect. Beyond that Mosca would not go; not for 
him to proclaim the primacy of thinking man over acting man. He 
recognizes that our need for “abstract principles” has had, or may 
have had, some real influence on the development of human insti¬ 
tutions, but he stubbornly refuses, as we shall see, to acknowledge 
mind as the prime mover. He limits himself to observing the fact 
that, with advancing civilization, personal rule shows the tendency 
to change into the rule of law, but he will also show what a pre¬ 
carious thing that rule is. 

A survey of political formulas that have been in use through the 
ages demonstrates that “there have been many of them. But they 
may be easily reduced to two main categories: those based on a 
supernatural belief, and those founded on a principle of at least 
apparent rationality.” According to that scheme, the doctrine of 
popular sovereignty would be of the rational type. “But once the 
will of the people eeascs to be the expression of majority opinion 
and is eredited with the authority of divine will... it enters the 
first category.” In other words, the statement: “letting the majority 
deeide is an expedient way of settling issues,” Mosea would call 
rational; the statement: '*thc majority is always right because it 
voices the will of the people,” irrational. It would have been far 
simpler had he distinguished between supernatural and secular justi¬ 
fications. For all “formulas” address themselves to feelings, though 
they may, in many instances, draw strength from pseudorational 
argumentations. Our faith in a “formula” is never based on its 
essential plausibility; its plausibility is based on the fact that we 
happen to have faith. 

The ruling formula is not always an imposition (in the literal 
sense of the word); whatever ruling class is in control will use a 
myth, but it may be the creation of the subjects: 
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The political components of society arc never very stable; they arc un 
dergoing a continuous change as the level of civilization and the socio¬ 
economic conditions of a people alter. Now, with new elements forever 
ready to become part of the ruling class and pressing their claims under 
the emblem of a new formula, it is quite easy to infer the changes in the 
composition of the ruling class from changes in the formula. 

Examination of the myth informing the ascendancy of a new elite 
is important for the recognition and analysis of social change, but 
it must never lead to the assumption that the myth, and the belief 
in it, has caused that change to come about. Mosca is extremely 
anxious to remind us that “it is not the political formula which de¬ 
termines the formation of the ruling class, but, on the contrary, the 
ruling class always adopts the formula most advantageous to its 
needs” 23 

The reader is struck by the close resemblance of this statement to 
the famous dictum of Karl Marx that “it is not the consciousness 
of men that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their 
social being that determines their consciousness.”-* 

'riie impression that our author is much closer to his great foe 
than he thinks is reinforced by Mosca’s rather scornful attack on 
the theory of “innate rights/’ which occurs at the vciy end of the 
first chapter. Forgetful of the fact that, only a few pages earlier, he 
has called “certain sentiincnts of social justice and equality ... innate 
in man,” Mosca calls innate rights “more hypotheses of our mind. 
What matters in the social sciences is not speculation about the 
rights which man ought to have... but rather the discovery of wliat 
man can, and docs, accomplish ... Only then we may proceed from 
the things man know'S how to do to finding out how he could do 
them better ...” 

The Doctrine of the Ruling Class—a Myth? 

No doubt about it, innate rights and ideologies as well as fonnulas 
in general arc relegated to auxiliary positions. Mosca is here at his 
most consistent. We refer the reader to the passage quoted earlier 
in which the author assigns to the intellectual and moral element a 
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signal role within the ruling class (the priesthood sharing power 
with the knights) but insists that the really decisive factor is organ¬ 
ization That view Mosca is going to maintain in both parts of 
the Elementi, It is only in the ultimate restatement of his doctrine, 
following the second volume of the Elementi by ten years, that a 
change of emphasis will become evident. There we will read that 
“in all human societies which have reached some degree of culture, 
one can find two distinct types of forces operating which assure 
cohesion: one is intellectual and moral, the other material.*' 

That is a literal restatement of Saint-Simon, who taught, according 
to the same work, that “two powers exist in every organized society: 
one exercising intellectual and moral, the other material control.** 27 

Clearly, Mosca, at the end of his career, no longer holds the view 
that morals and intelligence are secondary matters. He still docs 
not say that intellectual and moral ingenuity takes precedence over 
material power in the make-up of the dominant minority. The 
ideological and the material merely fuse. It is not a reversal but the 
abolition of the previous order of rank that takes place. Implied, 
however, is the recognition of the fact that mental and material 
power ought not be treated as separate elements in the first place— 
not even for the purposes of scholarly ratiocination. Organization is 
itself an intellectual and moral feat. As Mosca will express it in the 
last part of The Ruling Class: 

It is useless to argue whether moral forces have outweighed material 
forces to a greater extent than material forces have used the moral in their 
own service ... Kvery moral force tries, as soon as it can, to acquire co¬ 
hesion by creating an underpinning of interests vested in its favor, and 
every material force tries to justify itself by leaning upon some concept 
of an intellectual and moral order.^** 

Tlie ruling class thus has its formulas, its myths, which are an 
integral part of the power system, lliey arc to be treated as facts 
by the social scientist, just as any other data he observes, although 
perhaps not easily measurable. In turn, the selection of these data 
was dictated by what Mosca took to be sound scientific theory, 
itself immune from any wishful, mythful thinking. 

But what if that conception of the ruling class itself, besides being 
an extrapolation from acknowledged facts, should turn out to be a 
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Sorelian myth, a Marxian ideology transcending and ignoring certain 
other facts that contradict it? 

On first thought, that suspicion seems to be unwarranted. For 
there is no good reason why the positivist universe should be marred 
by irrational considerations. The fact that the founding fathers of 
the school resorted to such dodges as the New Christianity of Saint- 
Simon and Comte’s Cult of Humanity need not disturb us. A com¬ 
pletely rational society would no longer have any need of formulas 
and derivations—they would disappear together with the terrors and 
frustrations of the past. With the environment brought under total 
control, no “false consciousness” need interfere with the correct “ad¬ 
ministration of things” and (Marx, forgive us!) people. The positiv¬ 
istic elite would be selected on the basis of anthropometric and 
other methods available for identifying those most fit to govern. ’Hie 
first of the chosen few might still develop a sense of elitist superiority 
and become higher beings to the masses, unaccustomed as yet to 
take a matter-of-course attitude toward all public function. In the 
long run, a myth of the ruling class could not survive; it would die 
out from lack of emotional nourishment. The “formula,” if any, 
would have lost all poetry and would merely be a factual account 
of institutional arrangements. 

In contrast, a myth is imagery of cpiitc a different type of truth. 
It is unbearable reality transfigured by an act of intuition; on the 
action level it engenders a persistent heroism against wliicli the gates 
of hell shall not prevail. Ihose partial to the revelation will develop, 
first, a sense of otherness, and then, of superiority. But it will be a 
superiority quite different in kind from that based on performance 
of a socially accepted public function. For the elite that cherishes 
a myth may be defined as a group with a claim that has not yet been 
publicly accepted and translated into concrete forms of social action. 
It will be the kind of claim which we call moral, a demand presented 
to, and made upon, the world on the strength of the sacrifice per¬ 
formed in the claim’s service by the claimants. Tlicy will make it 
with that saintly pride that seems to go so well with the most deeply 
felt humility. But it would still remain a sentiment of superiority 
conditioned by a sense of mission. I’hat kind of superiority wf)uld 
be most likely to appear in an instinctively impersonal disguise: it 
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would be normative, not interested in what “man ean and does do'* 
but what he ought to do. 

Let us now consider Mosca's notion of the ruling class under this 
aspect. Ilis point of departure is the dominant minority of our ma¬ 
ture society and those groups which aspire to it. The composition of 
the “political class” reflects increasingly but not exclusively the con¬ 
tributions which arc at a premium in a technological civilization. 
Those who can—or think that they can—make those contributions 
most effectively, a classless crowd of more or less well educated indi¬ 
viduals belonging to all social strata, try to rise to the top of their 
contemporary class society. 'Hiey desire the best of all worlds: the 
equality of Marx’s chiliastic vision as well as the benefits of bourgeois 
class and status. 

But what if the bourgeoisie should withhold those rewards, if the 
new class of merit should be pulled down by the democratic mob 
and its mediocre leaders? Then achievement of the technical or in- 
tcllcctual kind would by itself not be enough; it would need an addi¬ 
tional justification: moral superiority. What better claim to power 
could the new nobility present than their ability to serve as umpires 
in a class-ridden society, what better promise could they make than to 
give the community truly disinterested leadership? 

But could that plea be made by Gaetano Mosca? He will indeed 
raise his voice, and more than once, in favor of a new, disinterested 
ruling class. But each time his voice will trail off into an embarrassed 
silence. He cannot permit a myth to become the prime mover “which 
determines the formation of the ruling class” without reneging on 
his own conclusion which insists that “on the contrary, the ruling 
class adopts the formula most advantageous to its needs.” There 
is a real difference between an assertion that a moral force (the gen¬ 
eral wish for disinterested government) is being harnessed to an in¬ 
terest in power and an attempt to parley a moral force into material 
power, which without that moral force could, in all likelihood, not 
be attained. A disinterested ruling class would not only be justified 
but be the very creature of a myth, and Mosca, had he advocated it, 
would stand convicted as an inconsistent if amiable moralist. A 
ruling class of that kind, he knew, was not likely to arrive until phi¬ 
losophers arc kings. If Mosca wanted to avoid the danger of utopian- 
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ism, he had to magnify the actual power and homogeneity of his new 
class of “merit” and, in order to be logical, of oil other elites as well. 
For the same reason he had to tone down the role played by brute 
force in the consolidation of past ruling classes and to stress their real 
and acknowledged moral superiority. Thus he would give historic 
backing to the claims to power of the one elite of which he himself 
was the—probably uneonsciou.s—spokesman. 



3 

THE HISTORICAL TEST I: 
DEUTERONOMY TO DECLINE AND FALL 


His principles established, Gaetano Mosca puts them, in the next 
two chapters, to the test of history. One could reverse that statement 
and say that the author subjects history to the test of his principles. 
Like Arnold Toynbee, Mosca takes his facts from the authoritative 
sources of his time. The section on the Greeks and Romans for ex¬ 
ample is “to a great extent based on the stupendous work of Foustcl 
[sic] dc Coulanges, La citd antiqueJ *' Through no fault of his own, 
our author was not always as well served as in this special case. For 
his review of Hebrew and Egyptian history, he did not have the in¬ 
formation which we have today. The first volume of Wcllhauscii's 
great History of Israel had just appeared when he wrote the Teorica, 
but Dubnow's decisive work was still in the future, and so were Auer¬ 
bach’s and Goldberg’s mythical investigations. The three Egyptolo¬ 
gists of Mosca’s period, Emian, Breasted, and Maspero, had not yet 
produced their standard works 

Not that it matters. One is almost tempted to expect that the lack 
of sufficient information, the want of a great deal of conflicting de¬ 
tail, would be a help rather than a hindrance in the application of a 
doctrine of such sweeping generality as Mosca’s in the Teorica. But 

62 
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nothing of the sort; if there is any cause for criticism, it is that the 
doctrine has not been put to sufficient use. 'Iliis failure to exploit 
the potentialities of his own theory to the full cannot be attributed 
to youthful modesty or inexperience, because Mosca’s later, mature 
works will show the same deficiency, the same halfheartedness in 
utilizing his historical materials. 


Israel 

Hebrew history is in Mosca’s view a record of political failure. He 
recognizes the religious genius of the race but that is all. The nation 
of the Bible was no nation in the exact sense; it never graduated 
from a loose “agglomeration of tribes" to true statehood, llicir leader 
elements never became a fully integrated political class. 

In speaking of the early period “when there was no king in Israel: 
every man did that which was right in his own eyes," Mosca com¬ 
ments that the absence of a king would in itself not explain the exist¬ 
ing anarchy; what caused it was “the lack of any form of regular 
government whatsoever.” ^ Yet he concedes that even so, the ancient 
Hebrews somehow managed to retain a sense of national identity. 
What held them together was partly the religious bond, partly the 
ancestral myth of consanguinity, the affirmation of their common 
descent from the biblical patriarchs. In their cities we find so callcd 
ciders who continued to play a certain political role even in the times 
of Hebrew monarchy. Mosca docs not hold that these notables were 
elected representatives; with considerable scorn he dismisses any 
notion of “popular sovereignty” for that period in which, according 
to him, certain members of the community exercised their natural 
prerogative on the basis of their wealth, the number of their slaves, 
and the size of their clientele. But he adds that some of the elders 
may have owed their great position solely to their “wisdom.” ^ 

llic potential political class, then, contained from the first an 
clement of ‘hnerit,” plus the representatives of economic power. 
Mosca is curiously silent about the priestly class; he seems to be 
oblivious of the fact that political rule among the Hebrews always 
was a matter of dispute—as it was in the Christian Middle Ages— 
between secular elites and men of godly wisdom, and even among 
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the latter, between inspired individuals and organized factotums of 
the Lord, Levites and priests. The history of these three dominant 
minorities and of their combinations, splits, and truces is an almost 
perfect subject for the theorist of the elite—beginning with that most 
dramatic of all stories, the first documented instance of one ruling 
group being forced to surrender power to a new, important social 
force. Max Weber was to make the most of that "‘change of the 
guard''; Mosca muffs his chance. lie docs not see that monarchy, 
the matter of contention between the old prophet, Samuel, and the 
crowd acclaiming Saul, had become a necessity when untrained levies, 
led by holy dervishes, were pitted against a superior war technology 
—that of the Philistines. The warnings against the concomitant evils 
of organized government, regimentation and taxation, which the 
biblical writer puts into the mouth of the old ccclesiarch, were of 
course (as Mosca shrewdly observes) an afterthought, belonging to 
a later period when the royal dragon had already shown his talons. 
But that is all Mosca has to say about the famous story; he makes no 
attempt to read it in the light of his own theory. Had he done so it 
would have shown him that the rise of Hebrew monarchy was due 
to an external challenge, that the revolution which forced one elite 
out and raised up another had to be explained by foreign conquest 
or the threat of conquest—in one word: the result would have been 
Gumplowicz, not Mosca. 

The resulting monarchy did not bring lasting unity, did not create 
a Hebrew nation. After just three generations, the great Solomonic 
empire breaks apart into the feuding states of Israel and Judah. 
Mosca’s explanation of that split sounds plausible enough. The king¬ 
dom founded by Saul “never developed a real hierarchy of function¬ 
aries ... apart from the people, culminating in the king. Instead, the 
elders went on ruling in all cities; they retained all their judicial and 
administrative functions." More important still: those urban oli¬ 
garchies retained control over the militar\^ units. In other words, the 
king did not have his own army. To be sure, a nucleus of royal bu¬ 
reaucracy existed; the king’s household was quite large and made 
him, within limits, economically independent. But at no time was 
his power large enough to make him absolute. That situation re¬ 
mained virtually unchanged in the successor states. 
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Mosca regards the “absence of a solid organization among the rul¬ 
ing probable causes of the political decadence 

of the Hebrews/' He is quite “sure" that it was “a powerful con¬ 
tributing factor in tlie breakup of the Hebrew kingdom .. /’« But 
sinec he docs not offer any other reason, we remain with the impres¬ 
sion that for him arrested growth was the decisive factor, that He¬ 
brew society could not maintain its tenuous unity because the ruling 
class never completed its own integration. 

But suppose we reverse the causal chain and see the failure of the 
ruling class to coalesce as an effect of national disintegration, or, to 
be precise, as a mere aspect of a larger process which the theory of 
the elite does not explain. The argument would be based on these 
facts: The Solomonic kingdom was the imperial extension of a con¬ 
quest by Southern, only partly national (Judaic) forces of the North¬ 
ern (Israelitic) portion of the country. In that region the original 
Hebrew conquerors or immigrants had merged with previous settlers 
of Semitic origin. As the unceasing vituperations of the Prophets 
show, that Northern peasantry never took to the cult of Jehovah 
which the Southern desert dwellers had brought with them. It clung 
stubbornly to its orgiastic worship of telluric deities. 

The split between the two parts of the kingcloni was in truth only 
the reassertion of the economically stronger and religiously unrecon¬ 
structed North against the temporary ovcrlordship of a Southern 
scmitlicocracy. The second book of Samuel makes cjnite plain that 
David, a usurper and, technically, a traitor to his country, owed his 
success to the clerical elite which helped him against “mad" Saul— 
at a price: David the king was a good ruler as long as he did the bid¬ 
ding of the priests. 

If this interpretation is correct, then the end of the United Hebrew 
Kingdom would be not a case of national disintegration, but, quite 
the contrary, one of integration along the natural lines of a na¬ 
tional homogeneity which had been wiped out by despotic force. 
Since Mosca docs not recognize that factor of despotic force, he has 
to blame the failure of the Hebrews to achieve a lasting union on the 
—unexplained and unexplainable—shortcomings of the ruling class. 
No ruling class, however, can work miracles and unify a country in 
which the controlling social forces are at odds with one another 
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(priests against warlords) and divided within themselves by regional 
antagonisms (mountaineers against plainsmen, the Judaic God 
against the temple of Samaria). 

Since Mosca ends his Hebrew chronicle with the Assyrian con¬ 
quest and the Babylonian exile, he deprives himself of the chance to 
study later Jewish states with fully integrated ruling classes. His 
stated reason for not bothering with the theocratic government of 
the Ezra-Nchemiah restoration and the Hasmonacan and Herodian 
dynasties is that the first destruction of the temple marks the end 
of Hebrew independence.^ 

But a political class may continue to exist in a society although the 
state as such has lost its sovereignty. The measure of autonomy which 
Roman rule established in the province of Judaea, the satellite role 
thrust upon its aristocracy, made (alt the internecine party struggles 
notwithstanding) for a higher degree of cohesion than had been 
existing in the times of freedom. External pressure forced the genius 
of that captive nation to develop new means of defense, new ‘"formu¬ 
las,” new institutions, new elites to organize and to articulate the 
spiritual and social needs of a submerged community, llie old elites, 
collaborators all, could not fulfill that function. It became the task 
of the dissenters: Pharisees led by a petty bourgeois—the artisan 
intelligentsia, and, departing from them, certain other sects. I’liey 
formed societies within society, schools of theology contemptuous 
of political realities; they were the saved, twelve times twelve 
thousand, the elect, the last who will become the first. Under the 
impact of their formula—their new ccclcsia—the great Roman empire 
will admit defeat, it will be conquered and, at last, give up the 
ghost. 

Then there is the triumph of the Christian underground elite, 
literally rising from the catacombs to supreme power—what a subject 
for the theorist of the ruling class! But Mosca’s treatment merely 
echoes Gibbon, and another chance to test the theory is missed, the 
likely reason being that the concept of the ruling class, as held in the 
Teorica, was still too rigid and too narrow to encompass such elusive 
and complex phenomena as a society that was, officially, not inter¬ 
ested in the very problems of political and social power which Mosca 
intended to explore. 
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Enduring Egypt 

As Mosca’s glance turns from the Jordan river to the Nile, his tone 
becomes less negative, more confident in terms of his own thcoi^', 
and this although our information about ancient Egypt is by far not 
as complete as our knowledge of Judaic history. Of the civilization 
of the Pharaohs, however, one thing, Mosca feels, can be said un¬ 
equivocally: it developed its political organization to a degree of 
perfection never achieved by the Hebrews. The very oldest records 
already reveal a state of affairs far from primitive. The conquerors 
of the Nile valley, who came probably from Asia, unified the entire 
country, from the delta to the cataracts, under a feudal monarchy- 
monarchy, because the Pharaoh headed a system of central adminis¬ 
tration; feudal because the ''seigneurs” of the small, local districts 
retained their hold over the land for a long time, concentrating in 
their hands all the juridical and administrative rights that go with 
infeudation. Although their powers were, in the end, all but absorbed 
by the central government, they somehow managed to survive and, 
whenever the central government lost its strong grip or broke down 
altogether, to recover their lost independence. The vitality of that 
provincial ruling class was perhaps due to the fact, noted by our 
author, that the functionaries of the Pharaoh were in the main re¬ 
cruited from its ranks. In other words, the national bureaucracy did 
not, at least under the Old Kingdom, represent a social force or forces 
different from, and antagonistic to, the feudal lords. Rather, one and 
the same class was in charge of both central and provincial govern¬ 
ments. 

On the basis of the evidence available to him, Mosca finds it im- 
possilde to say whether the Egyptian elite was at all 0 ])cn to aspiring 
inembers of the lower classes. But he finds a great deal of mobility 
within the ruling group, an easy interchange of personnel Ijctwccn 
the sections that compose it: "in one family, wc may find one mem¬ 
ber to be a priest, another in the civil service, still another holding a 
commission in the royal army; frequently one and the same individual 
will successively occupy all three positions, usually starting as an 
army officer and ending as a priest.” ^ 
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This flexibility of the elite did not, as we know, prevent serious 
conflicts between the lords secular and spiritual. But neither here 
nor later, when that very conflict occurs once more in the Christian 
Middle Ages, docs Mosca pay enough attention to that crucial prob¬ 
lem of elite infighting. lie does say that the ‘‘enormous changes in 
the political structure which took place in the time of the Twelfth 
Dynasty” would indicate “a profound social evolution” which went 
on before that period. But the character of that great transformation 
docs not become clear. What new social forces appeared on the 
scene? What other political classes made their bid for power? In the 
name of what new formula? Mosca does not say because he does not 
know. And he is too honest a scholar to indulge in speculation; un¬ 
like Vico he is not the man of the inspired guess. This much he can 
tell us: that the ruling class of the Twelfth Dynasty “was in all likeli¬ 
hood recruited, almost entirely, on the basis of merit,” because the 
inscriptions preserved from the end of that period “refer distinctly 
to public offices awarded by way of examinations.” ® Examinations 
opened all doors to the literate; h'gypt was now ruled by a bureauc¬ 
racy much like the Chinese mandarins. 

'Ilieii, of a sudden, utter collapse and disintegration, total anarchy. 
Hie country becomes the prey of the Ilyksos and we do not know 
what other foreign niaraiidcrs. Again, Mosca refrains from theorizing 
about the possible causes of such radical decline and fall. He might 
have attributed the end of the Old Kingdom to “infatuation with its 
master institution,” to use Arnold Toynbee's term. He could, in 
short, have blamed disaggregation on the very bureaucratic superin- 
tegration that had preceded. Going further, Mosca could have asked 
whether civilizations break up because their elites become too brainy 
and cease to rely on force, and whether such an outcome is inevita¬ 
ble or can be arrested through a process of regeneration taking place 
in the old ruling class or through a new elite arising from society. 
But these are questions for Pareto and-—to some extent—the older 
Mosca of the Elemeuti. In the Teorica he prefers silence, and we will 
respect him for it. Respect with a by-mixture of puzzlement: Why, 
if the history of Egypt was so little rewarding, contributing so little 
to his study of the political class, why did he bother to retell it in 
the first place? 
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Actually we would have been somewhat the poorer without it. 
For Mosca has some acute observations about the New Kingdom, 
which restored the bureaucratic order with a vengeance. Fgypt be¬ 
came imperialistic; its army, now composed of professional soldiers, 
assumed an importance it never had before.^^* 'lb what extent did 
this new element affect the composition of the ruling class? Was it 
a contributing factor in the following, second, catastrophe? And what 
about the split between the monarch advocating a new supcniational 
religious formula and the traditionalist clergy? But the fourth Amcn- 
ophis and Egyptian caesaropapism is Spengler’s and not Mosca's 
kind of problem.'^ 


The Perfect Proof 

King, Council of the Elders, popular assembly—those three insti¬ 
tutions would, 'bn the strength of the Aristotelian classification," 
make the government of the archaic Graeco-Roman city look like 
“a mixture of monarchical, aristocratic, and democratic elements... 
Yet, looking closer, we discover this impression to be wrong. 'Fhe 
main, almost exclusive feature of political organizalion... is the 
absolute preponderance of the political class over all other social 
classes as well as the strictest separation between the two groups, so 
strict and absolute that it is hardly possible to find anything like it 
among other nations of a different civilization." 

The tone is firm and confident; our author has at last found home, 
back on familiar ground. Greek history will furnish him his perfect 
proof. The very cradle of democracy, the Athens of the Periclcan 
Age, will vindicate his thesis: that llic Many never ruled, can never 
rule. 

It is a mighty challenge, but our author has no doubt that he can 
prove his point. For us it is hard to believe that the point needed 
to be made at all, so commonplace is it today. Or is it? How much of 
the Moscan doctrine do we actually accept unhesitatingly? A great 
deal of derogatory evidence has been unearthed that rather detracts 
from the glory that was Athens, drawing our attention to the seamy 
aspects of democracy. '^Fhese we will not deny. I he system was cor¬ 
rupt and, often, inefficient. In the end, it was defeated by the 
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Spartan oligarchs. Again, accepted. But when Mosca says that there 
was no such thing as democratic government in Athens—no. This we 
shall not believe, thus proving that a myth is stronger than all evi¬ 
dence refuting it. It is the kind of faith which, as Pareto puts it, 
must be judged not merely as to its truth content, which may be 
nil, but on the basis of its social utility, which may be of first magni¬ 
tude. Modern democracy is such a myth. It has been moving moun¬ 
tains. It will even move an older, mellowed Gaetano Mosca. Still, he 
will never recant what he wrote, in the Teorica, about the sham 
democracy of Athens: 

If we understand by people the majority, then it is elear that they had 
never any share of power in the early Gracco-Italic city; if the form of 
governincnt had the appearance of democracy, that was so because all 
tlie citizens took part in the decisions of the commonwealth, but they 
were only a restricted and exclusive class.^^ 

'llic citizxns were a minority to which the slaves, the clients, for¬ 
eign mclics, and those individuals who for some reason were eon- 
sidered illegitimate, could not belong. 

In the early period, when the only kind of wealth was landed 
property, the domination of the ruling class, small as it was, could 
not be challenged by the poor and downtrodden plebeians. “In 
short: all elements capable of forming the political class were found 
among the full-fledged citizens.'^ lliat situation changed with the 
development of trade and manufacture. New elements, partly former 
clients, became small but independent proprietors, somewhat like 
what today we would call nouveaux riches; they began to crystallize 
a new plebeian elite of their own, while at the same time the “true” 
citizens grew fewer and fewer in number. The ensuing struggle be¬ 
tween the two elites, a universal fact of the whole Gracco-Roman 
world, ended almost everywhere (the only significant exception being 
Sparta) with the triumph of the plcbs—in legal terms, with the 
abandonment of the aristocratic, gentilitian constitution. 

And now Mosca moves up his big guns: 

'^rhat rcvolufiou ... is commonly referred to by historians as a change 
from an aristocratic to a democratic form of government. In reality, if 
by democracy is meant majority rule, that interpretation is quite inexact. 
What happened was merely that the rule of one minority was superseded 
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by that of anotlier—a larger minority, if you wish, and resting on a differ¬ 
ent social base. 

Hand in hand with that factual change went the ideological: “The 
old political fonnula is given up and a new one adopted, admitting 
to citizenship and thereby to office all plebeians fit to direct public 
affairs.'' 

The steely ring of this pronunciamento is as unmistakable as its 
apparent harmlessness. For what docs Mosca say but that the govern¬ 
ing majority does, under the conditions of Greek slave society, en¬ 
compass the totality of the electorate, just as it does today. Wc arc 
so pleased by this discovery that wc are in no mood to question 
Mosca's statement in detail. What if he calls the ruling demos a 
minority, as long as he conceded that it is larger than the old minor¬ 
ity of the aristocrats! If Mosca wants to quibble, we arc satisfied that 
the majority of the Athenian citizeits, by his own admission, were the 
government. And all plebeians could aspire to public office, lo be 
sure, our author qualifies that statement: only those plebeians “fit” 
for office could partake in government, lliat sounds, docs it not, as 
if the prerequisite for their admission was political fitness, whereas 
wc know that it was the other w.ay around: the granting of full civic 
equality to the plebeian class was the basis for their eligibility to 
public office. 

'Fhat this was so can be shown easily enough. Suppose we accept 
Mosca's way of putting things: a certain number of potential leaders 
from the plcbs were admitted to citizenship (“all plebeians fit to 
direct public affairs”). Then the question instantly arises as to how 
their fitness was established. By educational or other testing meth¬ 
ods? That may have been the case when it came to actual appoint¬ 
ment or even election to office; but wc arc talking about eligibility 
onlv. By what right did plebeians become citizens? 'I'hc answer is by 
revolutionary right. This is so patently obvious that it takes no gen¬ 
erosity to assume that Mosca's vagueness at this point is uninten¬ 
tional. He himself starts his statement by referring to a revolution that 
took place when the Athenian constitution became democratic. 

In fact, he has quite a few eloquent lines to describe the savagery 
with which that “struggle for right” had been conducted in the 
seventh ccntiirv n.c. In that connection he makes the acute remark 
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that the rebellion against the patricians was preceded, and perhaps 
made possible, by the revolt of the patricians against their old royal 
‘‘father/' By deposing the archaic king or relegating him to a mere 
ceremonial role as keeper of the sacred flame they themselves “had 
dealt the first blow to the traditional order of things." All revolu¬ 
tions, Mosca might have said with Plato, “begin in the head,” that 
is, in the ruling class (the young timocrats resenting the old-fash¬ 
ioned mores of their fathers).^® All revolutions, Mosca will say later, 
are, in this last sense, fought between elites, inside or outside the 
minority that governs. 

Now, the picture of comparatively small groups fighting one an¬ 
other for the spoils of power, with the great majority of hoi polloi 
going about their business as usual, pausing occasionally to watch and 
cheer the protagonists—that picture has the charm of great simplicity, 
and Gaetano Mosca was no painter of historic forgeries. He knew too 
well that revolutions—distinct from mere palace revolts, military 
Pufsc/ic—possess historical significance only when masses are in 
motion, arc engaged, when they do not merely do the bidding of 
their betters, to be dismissed when the shouting or shooting is over, 
but fight for some cause in which they fervently believe. That cause 
their leaders may betray the next day, but only at the price of being 
themselves swept away by other forces, although that may be a 
lengthy process. 

The accession to power of any minority would thus reflect the im¬ 
pact, however delayed or limited, of some majority. More, the suc¬ 
cess of revolutionary elites will depend on a mass basis, or in Mosca's 
terminology: on a social force. lie never claimed that it was other¬ 
wise. But frequently the light which the Teorica (and later on The 
Ruling Class) sheds upon the neglected role of dominant minorities 
obscures the major context in which those minorities make history. 

This optical illusion is well illustrated by the author's treatment 
of that singular phenomenon of Greek civilization: the tyrant. In 
the well-known formula of Aristotle it was corruption of the worst, 
the oligarchic, form of government: the tyrant ruled without the 
benefit of any law. In Mosca's view, he is “a bold adventurer who, 
with a band of followers recruited mainly from the lower depth of 
society, makes himself supreme in power...” Aristotle went still 
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further when he wrote that revolutions break out “when opposite 
parties, e.g., the rich and the people, arc equally balanced/* Machia- 
velli's Prince, the great protector of the little people who performs 
the parasitical, Bonapartist function of the mediator between dead¬ 
locked classes, was already known to Aristotle when he said: “from 
mutual distrust, the two parties hand over the defense of the state 
to ... an arbiter between the two factions, wlio often ends the master 
of both/* 

This raison d'etre of the Greek tyranny docs not emerge from 
Mosca*s analysis. lie docs not seem to recognize that it too was the 
rule of an elite: a lumpenproletariaiiy negative elite to be sure, but an 
elite just the same, which played a temporary role essential for the 
preservation of the polis in travail. 

Nor can it be said that Mosca*s reading of the Solonian reform 
penetrates to the roots of the problem. He lists three parlies, rep¬ 
resenting three conflicting social forces of the period: tlic patriciate 
(the big landowners), the class of depressed small farmers, and the 
wealthy merchants of plebeian origin who, so far, have been unable 
to satisfy their political ambitions. This time, Mosca*s facts will not 
bear scrutiny. Our sources, more or less the same as those available 
to him, reveal that the commercial stratum mentioned in his text 
not only was not powerful enough to claim a share in government, 
but did not even exist as a class. It was Solon who created the condi¬ 
tions under which it could develop, by encouraging the change over 
from “ ‘subsistence fanning* to ‘cash-crop fanning* aeconipanied by 
a development of commerce and industry/' By assuming, for 
Solon’s time, a tripartite class constellation which was actually that 
of Pcisistratus’ and Clcisthencs* period, Mosca fails to see what the 
Solonian reform was about. On the surface, it restored the disturbed 
balance of the two existing social forces—both agrarian: big land¬ 
holders and their debtors. To the latter Solon granted, through his 
Seisachtheia, a reduction of their mortgage burden. Beyond that he 
did not go. Ilis distinctly conservative bias disappointed the poor 
peasants. As a student of the period puts it: “They thought that a 
sw'ceping measure of land distribution must be the eorncrslonc of 
any edifice of reform.** But “there is very little of the agrarian ele¬ 
ment in his legislation ... Tlie deficiency of food supply ... was the 
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evil he sought to cure... By laws encouraging trade and manufac¬ 
tures he provided a means of purchasing food from abroad ... and 
produced at first a contented class of dwellers on the coast who got 
work and wages as craftsmen and sailors. Later [his reform] produced 
certain developments of a less happy nature which neither Solon nor 
any man of his time could have foreseen."' 

It would appear, then, that the balance of the social forces, two in 
number, was restored by the addition of a third, or, to be quite cor¬ 
rect, a third and fourth group, one of which became the new Athe¬ 
nian bourgeoisie; the paralii, the “dwellers on the coast,” became the 
nucleus of what will later be the ultra-democratic proletariat of the 
fleet and the Piraeus port district. One might say that the Solonian 
solution consisted in a broadening of the class basis—except that 
this basis had to be created first. I can think of only one other exam¬ 
ple where the superstructure evolved faster than the basis and ahead 
of it: the revolution in the economic structure of the Soviet Union 
engineered by legal fiat from above in 1928 . In that sense (and in 
that sense only!) the dictator Stalin of the five-year plans and agri¬ 
cultural collectives may be called a second Solon.^® 

Conclusions such as this could and should have been suggested by 
Mosca's thesis. That the twenty-six-year-old author did not himself 
draw them, does not, I believe, reduce the debt we owe him for his 
lead. 


“Oligarchical Democracy” 

Lest we forget, we arc once more reminded of the fact that 
“though a bit enlarged, the political class always remains a minority.” 
The use of the singular, political class, would lead us to expect that 
the leading elements of Athenian society had fused into a homogene¬ 
ous group. But how arc we then to explain the fact, brought out by 
Mosca himself, that “inside that very minority” of the elite “various 
factions and camonas did not fail to make their appearance.” It was 
political gang warfare with all its ghastly cpiphenornena of terror, 
confiscation, “liquidation.” Tlie only difference between the parties 
was their name: “if the clique was made up of rich people, it would 
call itself aristocratic; if of the poor, democratic.” 
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This is a clear avowal of the fact that “the" political class had 
failed to consolidate the “two cities" of the rich and the poor into 
one. The political class^ in short, was simply a niisnoiiicr for at 
least two political classes: one very small, representing the old-time 
patricians; the other standing for the much larger class of smallhold¬ 
ers and artisans who had once benefited from the economic policies 
of Solon, carried further by Pcisistratus and Cleisthencs, and who 
were now the pauperized victims of advanced methods of manufac¬ 
ture based on cheap slave labor. This development, to quote once 
more that student of the period, led “to loss of employment by many 
of the old paralii, to such an extent that before the end of the Sixth 
Century, they, as a class which had earlier in the century been the 
middle, now became the extreme left in politics." -- 

How, in the face of these grave socio-economic contradictions, 
was it possible for Pcriclean Athens to achieve its celebrated demo¬ 
cratic synthesis? 'Phis is, of course, not the term used by Mosca. He 
concedes that Pericles “placed poor and rich citizens on a footing 
of almost absolute equality," but he insists that “Athenian democ¬ 
racy was essentially a highly selected and carefully educated oli¬ 
garchy." 23 I low had the two warring classes become reconciled? For 
Mosca docs not question that this was the case. No change in the 
composition and relative strength of the two social forces had occurred 
which would explain the slackening of the political or social tensions 
in that period. A study of the ruling class exclusively, then, will not 
yield the answer. Mosca himself docs not trj' to find it there. He 
barely hints at the solution found: appeasement of the poorer classes 
without undue hardships imposed on the rich—that was the Pcriclean 
policy, made possible by economic and political imperialism.'-* 'I’hc 
Athenian proletarians were fed and employed at the expense of the 
Greek “satellites" united in the Delian liCagiic. Colonialism (export 
of manpower by way of the cleruehics) and economic exploitation 
abroad in the service of a welfare state at home kept the indigent 
sovereign in line, much as, in I.cnin’s book, the Isnglish ruling class 
bribed its labor aristocracy by paying better wages out of sur|)lus 
value wrested from Malayan coolies.^® 

In discussing the continuous social unrest of post-Periclean Athens, 
Mosca pays particular attention to the two sueccssfid if short-lived 
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attempts of the old oligarchs to regain power. Curiously enough, he 
fails to give both counterrevolutions their identifying class and party 
label, speaking of their leaders merely as “The Four Hundred"' and 
“The Thirty." Again the temptation to interpolate is irresistible. In 
speaking of the first attempt, made during the Peloponnesian War, 
after the Athenian expeditionary force to Sicily had been annihi¬ 
lated, Mosca mentions that the plotters “were backed by a nucleus 
of five thousand citizens," whom they had hoodwinked by the prom¬ 
ise of a constitutional reform along moderate lines. Now those “five 
thousand" happened to be the five thousand citizens who served as 
heavy infantry, providing their own weapons and equipment. That 
middle-class group was known by the term, which also served as 
party label for the democratic moderates lead by Theramenes, the 
party of the hoplite census. 

For a whole century, the oligarchic faction, much too small to rule 
alone, had been forced to lean on that center group which stood be¬ 
tween them and the democratic ultras who were the war party. Sicily 
proved to be the undoing of the latter. The war party was deserted 
by the moderates, who veered toward the right and came out for 
the constitutional reform promoted by the oligarchs. The center was 
particularly pleased with the proposal to curtail the suffrage, limiting 
it to the middle class—themselves. 'Poo late did they discover that 
they had been tricked; the city was in the grip of its first post-dcino- 
cratic tyranny. It did not last long; its fall was accomplished by a 
combination of the disenchanted moderates and the left democrats. 
The mere threat by a few Athenian naval squadrons to set sail for 
Athens was enough to bring about the bloodless removal of a gov¬ 
ernment suspect of dealings with the enemy—a suspicion which had 
some foundation in the traditionally isolationalist and pro-Spartan 
leanings of the oligarchic party. 

Back in the saddle, the left fought the war to its unhappy finish.^** 

About the second attempt to turn the clock back, the attempt of 
“The Thirty" to exploit the ultimate defeat, Mosca has even less to 
say. This time the oligarchs turned openly collaborationist, relying 
for support upon the Spartan garrison of Athens. For the rest, they 
had again their moderate allies, led by the same Theramenes of 
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whom can be said: once a dupe, always a dupe. To that extent, his¬ 
tory for once did repeat itself. But the changed circumstances ol the 
city, which had lost an empire, gave the second counterrevolution 
that barbaric character which made the earlier attempt look like a 
comic dress rehearsal. Our author is shocked by the acts of wholesale 
confiscation and extermination which made the rule of The I’hirty 
synonymous with political scoundrelism. Mosca concludes his indig¬ 
nant account with the words: ''Tliat government, which hardly de¬ 
serves any other name but that of a criminal association, was finally 
swept out of office by the general discontent which stirred up an 
insurrection favored even by the Spartans.*' 

The sentiment expressed in these terse lines can only be called 
laudable, though they again fail to communicate some ncccssaiy' 
facts. For the “general discontent** to become a successful insurrec¬ 
tion, the moderates once more had to go over to the iiltradcuiocrats. 
The “people** who defeated Critias, Plato’s uncle, and his des¬ 
peradoes in a street battle in tlie Piraeus had been stiffened by 
indignant troops who had come over from the heavily equipped k’ivc 
Thousand.-” 

Mosca could have said that the counterrevolutions, both of them, 
were the work of a coalition between right and center of the ruling 
class, whereas the downfall of The Thirty and that of their predeces¬ 
sors was caused by a falling-out between the coalition ])artners, bring¬ 
ing the left-wingers back to power. The return of radical democracy 
brought in its wake a scries of rctaliativc purges aimed at the col¬ 
laborators of the tyrants. One of the victims happened to be Soc¬ 
rates, who belonged to the faction of 'riicrainencs. 

Mosca makes the point that scenes like those enacted by I he 
*rhirty never happened again in Athenian history, but that they were 
quite typical of Greek political life in general. lie holds that “these 
distinctive traits of public life were some of the main reasons for 
the decadence of Greece.** But what are these distinctive traits if 
not an indication of the fact that the Greek ruling classes never 
managed to achieve cohesion? And if that were so, what good is it 
to say that “all societies are governed by minorities**? We arc pre¬ 
pared to grant that much. But much more, if not all, depends on 
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the shifts, combinations, disagreements prompted by the ever-chang¬ 
ing situation of the year, month, day. To reduce all this confusion to 
a simple pattern which leaves the particulars untold will hardly do. 


Rome Was Different and Yet... 

If the theory that all societies are governed by minorities is true, 
then one might say that the society called Greek did not exist be¬ 
cause Greece was not governed. Roman history was quite another 
matter. Rome was governed. But that does not mean the difficulties 
to be mastered on the road to empire were less complex than those 
that confronted the Greek polis. On the contrary, as Rome outgrew 
her city boundaries until she became, in the end, coeval with the 
then known world, the strains of her internal growth process never 
abated. Only when expansion seemed no longer possible did the 
springs of extroverted energies recoil upon their point of origin and, 
at last, snap. The puzzle is not that Rome fell eventually, but that 
she lasted as long as she did. 

For Rome may truly be called ‘The State as Permanent Revolu¬ 
tion,’' to borrow a happy phrase from Bertrand dc Jouvcncl.'*® Rome 
became the byword for the greatest success story in political history 
precisely for the reason that hers was a conservative revolution. Fifty 
years before Dc Jouvcncl, Mosca wrote: “What confers such a power¬ 
ful mark of originality upon the Roman state is the fact that it was 
from the first more conservative and, simultaneously, more revolu¬ 
tionary than were all the other Graeco-Italian cities.” 

Mosca’s brief account of Roman history is done with an astuteness 
singular in one so young. Disregarding for the moment some curious 
omissions which will be noted later, we shall not find much with 
which modern authorities would tend to disagree. To be sure, 
Mosca’s task is made easier by the circumstance that the lack of 
cohesion in the ruling class, which had caused him so much trouble 
so far, was (for a long time at least) the very source of Roman 
strength. Nor w^as the theory of the elite faced with such chaotic 
moves and unaccountable shifts of the social balance as were char¬ 
acteristic of mercurial Greece. Tlie struggles of the Roman ruling 
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class show a much clearer outline: they were imtitutionalized. The 
flow of social dynamics was, with very few exceptions, kept within 
constitutional channels. 

Much as he admires the pattern, hfosca, though displaying the 
erudition of the constitutional expert, tries to penetrate behind the 
institutional facade. Behind the framework of the two conjoint soci¬ 
eties, patrician and plebeian, with their different assemblies and 
executive officers, he discerns a further bifurcation in the plebs into 
“a nucleus of rich plclicians who had the same education, the same 
means of influence as the patricians” on the one hand; on the other, 
“the great mass of poor plebeians who, like the poor of all times and 
in all countries, were less interested in political equality than in the 
betterment of their economic status.” What the dominant society 
of the patricians had to fear was not so much tlic revolt of the poor 
whom we have always with ns, but the revolution of their ijolitical 
class, lliis important distinction, between the rebellion of the poor 
and the class struggle, seems to belong to Mosca although it has 
been ascribed to Georges Sorel.*- 

It was the genius of Rome that prompted the patrician upper 
class to make those timely if grudging concessions by which the out- 
elite of the plebeians was incorporated into the official ruling cla.ss 
before the commercial and financial revolution of the second cen¬ 
tury B.c. brought still new soeial forces to the fore. Mosca refers to 
that merger of the two elites into one senatorial aristocracy when he 
says that “the two cities, patrician and plebeian, became ultimately 
fused, and select elements of the plebs entered Rome’s political 
class.” And so be can once more trium])hanfly assert the precedence 
of political facts over political fiction. He might have added that 
legal proposals in the two assemblies (the mixed jjatrician-plebcian 
of the comitia centiiriata and the separate consilium jjlebis) could 
never be initiated from the floor but were left to the discretion of 
the consuls and tribunes of the people, respectively. But then Mosca 
should have added further that in actuality the struggle between the 
two sectors of the ruling class went on, even after the plebeian elite 
had been absorbed into the old patrician class. 'Hiat struggle was all 
the more embittered as it was now carried on throughout the entire 
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hierarchy of government, up to the very diarchy of the decisive office. 
Whenever one of the two consuls chose to block an action of his 
colleague, the entire machinery of state was paralyzed. 

Mosca's silence about this important aspect of Rome's institu¬ 
tionalized revolution is resounding. He prefers to look at the 
brighter side of things. He is impressed by the great vigor of the 
Roman ruling class and by its uncommon longevity, which he ex¬ 
plains by the fact that ''Rome was not too stingy in conferring citi¬ 
zenship ... upon strangers.” That was '‘not the least reason for her 
grandeur.” True, but Mosca forgets that extension of the franchise 
to non-Romans was one thing, inclusion of Italic and provincial city 
notables in the senatorial ruling elite quite another. Mosca himself 
testifies to the fact that the Roman ruling class before Augustus jeal¬ 
ously protected its exclusive character: “the highest positions were 
always reserved to a certain number of families, mostly of patrician 
origin, with a sprinkling of plebeian elements... In studying the 
lists of consuls and other high magistrates, we find certain names 
recurring frequently; wealth, family tics, and traditional loyalties as 
well as a historic name were the important factors in that technically 
democratic republic.” 

And yet, republican grandezza becomes decadenza. 

We do not expect, wc cannot expect, Mosca to enrich the great 
debate about the causes of decline and fall by startlingly original 
discoveries. But wc have every right to assume that he will try to 
understand the fall of the Republic in terms of his theory: as the 
effect of an affliction that befell the ruling class. 

But once more Mosca shows a strange reluctance to apply the 
method which he had so proudly proclaimed. He had all the facts 
about the tragic transformation at his fingertips: how Italy went 
through the same economic convulsion which Attica had suffered 
three centuries earlier; how latifundia worked by slaves turned the 
free farmers into city proletarians selling their vote to the highest 
bidder; how high finance became the power in the state, completely 
altering the character of the political class. Rome is now governed 
by an “oligarchy composed of a tiny number of enormously rich 
families monopolizing for their members all high offices and keeping 
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out those who could not afford to spend as much as tlicy;... money 
became the sole arbiter of popular elections/' 

The next paragraph informs us that “the Gracchi tried to stem 
the tide of evil.. /' lie retells their attempts at agrarian reform but 
fails to introduce the social force which made and unmade their 
tempestuous movement. Tliat force was not at all new; it had existed 
all along, becoming more important all the time. That Mosca did 
not even mention it is all the more incomprehensible because its 
existence was officially established by the constitution: as the eques¬ 
trian order, the financial and commercial bourgeoisie was making 
headway, being the only class engaged in business—since patricians 
were forbidden by law to “make” money. In post-IIannibalian Rome 
the economic interests become a third force in the ruling class—the 
third force which our author always overlooks. We had occasion to 
notice that omission in the—less important-instance of the two 
Athenian tyrannies of The Four Hundred and The Thirty, 'riicrc the 
situation was determined by a triune constellation in the ruling class; 
the right wing could not act without the center, and it was defeated 
when the moderates switched sides. Without stretching the argu¬ 
ment we might say that the same argument holds good for the Crac- 
chian situation, the only difference being that in the Roman ease 
the business oligarchs, though they had partly infiltrated the patrician 
class, played the role of the Thcramenean center. How they first used 
the “left” (a very loose description of the Gracchian faction which, 
to all intents, was a conservative group, its rebellion a belated attempt 
to arrest urbanization) for their own end, control of the j\idieiary, 
and how the equites, when they got what they wanted, dropped their 
allies, need not be retold here.*'*''* What concerns ns is the fact that 
Mosca, bv not telling it, missed still anotlicr splendid opportunity 
to demonstrate his theory to good advantage. 

lire only reason I can think of to explain a failure that is obviously 
not accidental is the rigid character of Mosca's scheme of classes. It 
reduces all political relations to a simple dualism: the ruling minority 
on the one hand, the ruled majority on the other. Mosca does not 
overlook the dualism within the elite itself: Athenians or Romans 
of patrician as well as plebeian origin arc its constituent elements. 
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competing for control over the government. But when a third con¬ 
testant wants to join the game, our author stubbornly refuses to ad¬ 
mit him. The dualism of the scheme does not permit him to acknowl¬ 
edge the existence of more than two ruling groups. The main con¬ 
ception, the dichotomy between the many and the few, is vindicated 
—but at what a price! 


The Negative Elite 

The period of the civil wars which signaled the advent of Caesar 
receives twelve lines altogether; Marius, Sulla, Crassus and Pompey 
arc not even mentioned. From his viewpoint, Mosca may have been 
right to treat those great figures in such cavalier fashion. For though 
they were still able to appeal to real social issues (land for the vet¬ 
erans, to mention one), the social forces which they called upon were 
no longer articulated. Instead of authentic and autonomous organiza¬ 
tions, there were only mobs and coteries left. Whether it was fighting 
in the streets, or Roman legion against Roman legion on a fratricidal 
battlefield, there were no longer real issues at stake. The question 
was not: what kind of Republic, but who was to rule. And Mosca 
names the only possible regime: '‘the government of plutocracy.” '***' 
He docs not honor it with the name of political class. I’hat would 
indeed have been a belated recognition of the social force which he 
liad never bothered to identify. But technically he was quite correct 
in not conferring any of his titles on the triumvirs. They were indeed 
not representative of any social force but masters over all. It was 
what Spcngler called “the triumph of the sword over the money 
power.” 

But this was not the cud—not yet. The constitutional development 
of Rome had merely come full circle: from kingship to republic and 
back to imperial monarchy. It presents Mosca with the question: 
what new social forces made the reconstruction possible, a reconstruc¬ 
tion whose spectacular success was undeniable? What new political 
class had emerged out of the chaos of the civil wars? In Mosca's 
wording: “the demoralized, exhausted Roman oligarchy, no longer 
able to govern what was then the entire world, had to yield to a new 
hierarchy, a new organization.” Theoretically, a new hierarchy might 
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have developed out of one or some of the old social forces, fast re¬ 
cuperating in the favorable climate of the Augustan peace. But that 
was not the “new organization"' Mosca has in mind; it “was the 
Roman army;... the Roman empire was a military organism.’’ 

The new political class should have been, accordingly, recruited 
from the legions. Mosca knows of course that such was not the ease 
under the early emperors. He mentions that the Augustan compro¬ 
mise left the old oligarchy in charge of the Senate, which retained 
some status; it admitted now the likes of Cicero from the provincial 
inunicipia. These municipalities in turn retained a measure of self- 
government. But lest we think that they were democratically gov¬ 
erned, Mosca quickly adds that local power was the oligarchic privi¬ 
lege of the curiales who had to be very rich in order to be able to 
discharge their public duties. Below them, we find the by now large 
mass of enfranchised but in fact second-class citizens. What holds 
these clusters of home rule communities together is the military force 
of the imperial government. “It is the army which made and unmade 
the 'Sovereign," controlled the highest judicial office of the Pracfcc- 
tus Praetorio, and furnished the governors of the provinces, thus 
exercising all authority, both in the administrative and the judicial 
branches.'" 

Mosca"s picture of that reorganization is, quite obviously, a sketch, 
and should be judged as such. Nevertheless, a few comments seem 
in order. The prevailing military character of the arrangement is 
correctly diagnosed. But Mosca’s judgment that “history shows no 
other example of a similar concentration of social power in the mili- 
taiy arm"" calls for qualification. I’he army as a social force was 
neither so new nor quite so powerful as Mosca wishes to believe. It 
dated back to the “new model"" introduced by Gains Marius when 
Rome's citizen levies had to be replaced by professional armies. A 
distinct military class thus had affected and determined politics be¬ 
fore the first Augustus institutionalized its coercive power and in¬ 
corporated it into his state. But he was wise enough to anchor his 
authority in the tribunieian office held for lifetime. Nor is Mosca 
correct in apportioning all the judicial and administrative powers 
to the army; surely the division of the empire into senatorial and 
imperial provinces must have been known to him. He could have 
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made the point that those within the senatorial orbit were the less 
important ones. But even within the imperial domain proper the 
distinction between military and civilian jurisdiction soon developed, 
as the vast imperial household generated its own trained bureauc¬ 
racy of educated slaves and freedmen. Mosca is not totally oblivious 
of that fact, for he states that “step by step a civil organization 
detached itself from the military, and a large administration was set 
up ... which shed all military characteristics.” That is a devious 
explanation of the simple fact that from the first, the two organiza¬ 
tions had existed side by side, although, to be fair to Mosca, it must 
be conceded that the military aspect was the more conspicuous of 
the two. 

More important than these minor factual conections is the ques¬ 
tion: Docs the army of the Caesars really deserve the honorary title 
of a social force? We had occasion to take issue with our author 
because of his tendency to overlook amplifications in the ruling class. 
Now once more he spoils his own case by oversimplifying things. 
FIc first decided that the new imperial army was a genuine social 
force. Ilis next step was to declare that it was the only social force 
remaining. Most historians, however, believe that Octavianus Caesar 
did succeed where his great-uncle Julius had failed precisely because 
he compromised with tradition. And tradition was synonymous with 
the prestige if not the power of the senatorial class. Its total eclipse 
is of a much later date; it is as late as Diocletian's dominatiis, which 
completed the regimentation of society, absorbing all of it into the 
bureaucratic state. 

It is then that the sharp division into the two ruling classes, mili¬ 
tary and civilian-administrative, becomes a consciously used and mis¬ 
used arcanum regni. Ultimately both organizations, the armed and 
the civil services, can be subsumed under the heading of defense; 
thus Mosca would be justified in singling out the military class as 
the new and decisive social force of the imperial Roman era. But 
one may wonder whether that term had by then not lost its former 
simple meaning. One has the impression that the author has reversed 
the process by which he arrives at his terminological conclusions. lie 
finds a ruling class recruited from the army, which from the begin¬ 
nings of the post-republican establishment has held the balance of 
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imperial power and ends up holding it exclusively. Since ruling classes 
are recruited from one or more than one social force, it follows that 
the army was a social force. And who would question that that armed 
force once more fulfilled an eminently soeial function in a pacified 
orbis terrarum that was mortally afraid of the barbarian spoilsmen? 

Yet, by attributing to the defenders of the Pax Romana the term 
social force, the author does short-change himself as well as us. I'or 
it obscures the true significance of the huge standing armies gar¬ 
risoned from Britain to Mesopotamia. Who were these soldiers? 
Landless proletarians following their generals, who guaranteed their 
pay and booty and, perhaps, resettlement on conquered or seques¬ 
tered land. Increasingly, the army became the sole vehicle of secular 
ambition; a lowly bourgeois engaged in the trucking business could 
become emperor because he could become a general: the name is 
Titus Flavius Vespasianus. If Rostovtsev is right, the dcslruclivc 
policies of Septimius Severus were a social revolution in disguise, 
directed against the superior culture of the urban aristocracies; the 
army of Severus was the rural proletariat in disguise, the general 
receptacle for former social forces, now mere frustrated, resentful 
energies which found their only, nihilistic, outlet in officially en¬ 
couraged violcnce.'^^ 

The only other institution in which social mobility could be found 
was the underground organization of the Christian church. Mosca 
recognizes as much when he remarks that Christianity indirectly 
contributed to the dissolution of the empire because “it absorbed 
almost all material, intellectual, and moral energies of the time, eon- 
stituting itself as a state within the state."’ riic armies and bureauc¬ 
racies lost their best elements to a new ruling class that was as yet 
not interested in the things that belonged to Caesar. 

But if Christian non-co-operation is, as Mosca says, not the sole 
cause of the catastrophe but only a contributing factor, then addi¬ 
tional, and perhaps better, reasons should be looked for in the very 
make-up of the military ruling class. From a mere instrument of pol¬ 
itics it had developed into a self-conscious group that was in politics. 
Tlie commanding officer of the Praetorian Guard became king¬ 
maker. lie had all the power necessary, and the Senate could be 
easily enough persuaded to lend its authority. But one thing the 
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praetorian nutjordomi did not have: a policy. It is sufficient to re¬ 
member the pathetic scene in which they implored the bewildered 
conscript fathers to resume the supreme power that had once been 
theirs.'** But even if that strong civilian had been found, what could 
have been the rallying point for a restoration of society? In Mosca’s 
terms: Where was the political formula that could have held the 
many provinces together, after the God-Emperor myth had exhausted 
its old magic? 

But Mosca’s formulas and Mosca’s social forces, it now becomes 
evident, arc concepts that apply only to unfolding civilizations, not 
to one that was contracting. The last phase of Roman history 
cannot be understood unless we understand it as a process of such 
kind, accompanied, however, by its very opposite; systole and diastole 
were complementary. The best blood, the bast energies of Rome 
had been drained off into the outer rim of empire, from where they 
sent back invigorating impulses to the great capital, which, however, 
as such had lost its function and its meaning. All it could do was to 
bid welcome to Iberian, Syrian and Illyrian emperors and their 
armed hordes. In some crude way these represented the new social 
forces of the romanized barbarians dwelling at the far perimeter of 
a defense which became self-defeating. The old centripetal tendencies 
were still mechanically emulated; crushing burdens were imposed 
on an enfeebled and anemic body politic for the sake of the unifying 
principle. But these exactions only promoted the new centrifugal 
forces. ’The political class dissolved into as many splinter groups as 
there were regional armed units fighting for supremacy. The selective 
process by which the ruling class was once constituted becomes re¬ 
versed; the premium is no longer on superior contribtition; what counts 
is the rcsilienec of primeval instincts. As the sliadows darken, we see 
the most brutal, the most cunning type win Caesar’s wreath, a nega¬ 
tive elite, denying in its acts and aspirations all the values which 
that concept stands for. In a circuitous way, Rome returned to her 
starting point: the not only so-called dark ages of civilization. 
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THE HISTORICAL TEST II: 
CHARLEMAGNE TO BONAPARTE 


By now wc should have some idea of the fruitfulness of Museums 
method, of the use to which he puts, or docs not put, his theory of 
the political class. So there is no further need to trail him as closely 
on his brisk peregrination through the past as we did up to this 
point. It will be enough for our purpose to retrace the outline of his 
narrative encompassing the period from the dissolution of the Roman 
Empire to the triumph of parliamentary government in the nine¬ 
teenth century (Chapters III and IV of the Teoriai). 'twelve cen¬ 
turies of history are compressed into sixty-three pages, of which only 
fifteen are devoted to the Middle Ages. 'Phe remaining forty eight 
pertain almost exclusively to the one country which serves Mosca 
as the perfect foil for his elitist theory. It is not Italy where he finds 
the political class most in evidence, llic Holy Roman Empire with 
its dual ruling class of lords and priests, torn between cenlrali/ing and 
disintegrative tendencies, only receives a passing glance. Nor did 
Isngland appeal to the author as a fitting subject of his pilot study, 
although it seemed better suited than most other countries to pursue 
the slow emergence, from the welter of anarchic localism, of the 
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master institutions dear to Mosca’s heart: aristocratic parliament and 
liberal articulation of the social forces. 

But Mosca's choice was France, lb him, a Continental European, 
the British polity appeared as something alien and inimitable, pre¬ 
cisely because its devices had been aped so often and with such 
spectacular lack of success. In contrast, the French neighbor inspired 
the Italian with that loving admiration mixed with jealousy which 
one can sense in Machiavclli's account of that nation.^ The Italian 
attitude toward the Latin Sister had been always marked by strong 
ambivalence; deep gratitude for French assistance in the struggle for 
Italian unity had alternated with resentment—as, for instance, when 
the third Napoleon, after Solferino, stopped his intervention without 
liberating Venice. And so it goes, even to our days: France w'ould 
evoke in the Italian a sneaking admiration punctured by outbursts 
of glee over the many failings and debacles of La Grande Nation. 

Ill such a highly cultured man as Gaetano Mosca all these vagaries 
of native vanity were more than overcompensated by a sincere ap¬ 
preciation of the great brench contribution to the progress of man¬ 
kind. As a historian, he knew that France, ever since the first crusade, 
had displayed more vitality than any other part of Isurope. More 
important, hVance was the first modern state kat* exochen. Since the 
eighteenth century, brance had served as the great laboratory of the 
revolutionary soeial and political ideas whicli, in various transmuta¬ 
tions, arc still agitating our minds. 'I’hus Mosca’s choice would seem 
in the main justified, since Mosca, like Lenin, was preoccupied with 
the twin problem of state and rcvolution.- 

Ilis curt treatment of the Middle Ages becomes intelligible once 
it is viewed in the light of his main doctrine. The political class as 
he secs it appears on the historical scene only when a sufficiently 
advanced stage of civilization has been reached, when many inde¬ 
pendent little groups have become integrated into a cohesive social 
whole. Conversely, just as long as social power remains fragmentized, 
distributed, as it was in the feudal era, among many petty ''sover¬ 
eigns,” the political class cannot really fulfill its mission. However, 
Mosca docs not say that such a class could not exist under conditions 
such as they existed before 1400 , for he grants when speaking of the 
feudal class that "it was adequately homogeneous and compact, and 
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what it lacked in solid organization it made up by the possession of 
a common spirit. Above all, it had acquired the habit of command, 
while all the other social classes had become accustomed to obedi¬ 
ence.'' 

Without question, that essential dualism of the medieval order 
with its sharp dichotomy between the rulers and the ruled seemed 
to meet at least some of the demands of Mosca's scheme. Also perti¬ 
nent for him was the fact that that potential ruling class did “feel the 
need of rallying and organizing around institutions, symbols en¬ 
dowed with historical significance, and like the ruling classes of all 
times and places, it found it convenient to justify its material power 
by means of a political formula ..In the Middle Ages “that sym¬ 
bolic institution was ... kingship; the political formula, feudalism.” 

But as long as the King was dependent on a system of relationships 
and services which fenced him off from all but a few of his subjects, 
all attempts at unified and centralized control were bound to fail, 
and the political class could not be more than a shadow of the sub¬ 
stance. Feudalism and the state are mutually exclusive. If the former 
merits any interest, it is because the state develops out of medieval 
war society. 'Ihc author pays some grudging tribute to the modicum 
of order feudalism was able to establish: “lwcr)'onc knows that 
honor exists even among thieves, and in the Middle Ages almost 
everyone was a thief. But the Treuga Dei was almost always scrupu¬ 
lously observed, and so were the pacts between the various lords and 
between lord and vassal.” 

That was all to the good, but it is not quite good enough for 
Mosca. He is constitutionally unable to abide a social order in which 
power is so widely scattered and nobody is sovereign in the Auslinian 
sense. Such a state of affairs may not be, strictly speaking, anarchy— 
as the four centuries between 500 and 900 a.d. were anarchic—but 
it would still not deserve the name of civilization. 'I’he character of 
Mosca's scheme could not be dearer: his political class is the ruling 
class of the contemporary, centralized, and bureaucratically governed 
nation-state, informed by the example of imperial Roman unity. 
Whatever intervened between that archetype and its recurrence is 
ephemeral; the lesson of the Middle Ages can at best have only lim¬ 
ited, preparatory value. 
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So much granted, there remains the question of why our author 
paid such scant attention to the other medieval master institution 
which, in the face of tremendous obstacles, upheld both the tradi¬ 
tions and the methods of the Roman state. The genius of the second 
Rome is not ignored by Mosca; “We see the union of all Christians 
in one word: the Church, steadily strengthening and centralizing its 
own hierarchical organization,” he writes.^ The men who built that 
Church formed a true ruling class. They extricated themselves from 
the feudal network in a famous clash with a leutonic emperor who 
was not yet a real king. One wonders why that celebrated event, 
why Canossa, is not even mentioned in the text. The question as to 
why the Church failed to transform the union of all Christians into 
one great Christian empire under a Pope-Caesar should have been 
a challenge to the theorist of the elite. For what else was the argu¬ 
ment about investiture with all its consequences but a falling-out 
between two social forces and their niling classes which had been 
welded to each other in a spurious condominium? It was the Hebrew 
unity of opposites all over. Disruptive forces operated in both camps; 
the feudal world was powerfully drawn toward the Roman camp, 
and many clerics acted like the feudal lords and vassals, which, in¬ 
deed, they were. 

Rome won the fight and lost the world. How could the theorist of 
the elite explain that failure of a ruling class armed with the most 
majestic of all formulas? 4’hc customar)^ answer is because the future 
lay in regional and national, not ecumenical articulation. But that 
explains nothing. We arc still left with the questions: Why was that 
inevitable? Why could the 0 !ic genuine ruling class not tame the 
war lords? It was not feudal interest that could destroy the hard- 
won unity of the triumphant church organization; feudalism was 
already on the wane. The papal empire broke apart because part of 
its intellectual elite began to doubt the magic formula. The accelerat¬ 
ing process of urbanization no doubt helped to bring into existence 
an unfrocked intelligentsia which turned the rebellion against the 
One God of the One Church into the advocacy of a mighty king 
and, finally, of the strong nation-state. But to explain disintegration 
(of the Christian world republic) and reintegration (of the parts as 
so many new wholes) as an internal crisis of the ruling class, we need 
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a theory more flexible and comprehensive than the rigid frame of 
the Teorica could make possible. 

The Rise of Absolute Monarchy 

Tlie transformation of the ruling class in France from feudal loose¬ 
ness to a unified and centralized force in the service of the king took 
five hundred years more or less. Its first results became apparent with 
the reign of Louis XI; under Louis XIV the process was completed.® 
What social force represented monarchy initially? It was, of course, 
no other than the feudal class, on which the king depended for 
financial as well as for military help. What existed of a rudimentary 
royal bureaucracy was for the most part staffed by clergymen; this 
was an element that made for independence of the crown from 
feudal pressures, insofar and as far as the clerical advisers of the king 
would be his allies in the never-ending war against the forces of dis¬ 
union. Then again, the first allegiance of the clergy to their greater 
Roman monarch would more often than not conflict with the inter¬ 
est of the French crown. So for a long period, the hVcnch monarchy 
was at the mercy of the ruling class (or the two ruling classes, if we 
care to stress the tensions between French lords temporal and spirit¬ 
ual), and not infrequently it was quite literally taken over by one 
of the independent border dynasties, or by a combination of those 
proud provincial families. To mention only one example, in the six¬ 
teenth century the Guise clan virtually established an wiperiiim in 
imperio centered in Lorraine.*' 

How did the French kings free themselves from that dependency? 
F'irst, in the cities they found an element of countervailing power 
in the nascent social force of the commercial class, which furnished 
them with the sinews of war. Tlic second liberating factor was lay 
education. As it grew, the kings could recruit capable administrators 
and crown lawyers from a social group which, as a class, could not 
yet threaten the king's power, llic times when the Third Kstatc 
would advance its own, revolutionary, “formula” were still far off. 
Meanwhile, the royal civil servants of ignoble blood could be relied 
upon to combine the best bourgeois virtues, thrift and industry, with 
a complete lack of bourgeois aspirations. No wonder they played an 



92 The Myth of the Ruling Class 

increasingly important role in government; this was a universal trend, 
but nowhere more impressive than in France.^ 

But that still did not make the king a “representative” of the new 
social force, a bourgeois king before the bourgeois age. For “even 
under Louis XI the nobles, though no longer the masters of France, 
still were a most important part of the ruling class.” The wording 
of this statement indicates that Mosca viewed the ruling class of 
that time as a partnership of several important groups, two of which 
have already been identified as the crown lawyers and bureaucrats, 
the first forming the tight, hereditary bourgeois aristocracy of the 
gens de la robe, the latter, commoners of the roture. 

Now, under Louis XIV the nobles can no longer be said to be “a 
most important part of the ruling class.” After the last “semiserious” 
revolts of the feudal Fronde had been put down by Richelieu and 
Mazarin, the French lords lose control of military power.® Their 
political role becomes negligible, though their economic status re¬ 
mains unaffected. Who controls the government? Or, to ask Mosca\s 
question: Which new social force controls the ruling class? 

We have a problem on our hands. A ruling class in Mosca's termi¬ 
nology there obviously was, because France was governed as never 
before and, be it added, as long as fortune smiled upon I..ouis Le 
Grand, with popular approval. But if it was a ruling class that gov¬ 
erned France, it was a very strange one—at least, so it should have 
looked to Mosca. For it was not representative of anything that de¬ 
served the name of a social force. The king was master of all, rep¬ 
resentative of none. In complete truth he could say: J/etc/f, cest nioi, 
llie state, arisen out of feudal anarchy, still made use of the old 
elites for decorative purposes, but otherwise they had lost their 
raison d'etre. 

Monarchy then filled a social vacuum between the old social forces 
and their obsolescent ruling classes on the one hand, and the as yet 
unborn forces on the other. It is, to borrow once more Schumpeter’s 
phrase, “a most un-Marxian situation.” But, alas!—it’s a situation 
even more intolerable for a theorist of the elite. A Marxist would, 
of course, deny that absolute monarchy was above the classes, and 
Franz Mchring has put up a very^ potent argument to show that even 
the most absolute of all the Prussian monarchs was a mere, if refined. 
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instrument of the aristocratic class.® And if you pushed him to the 
wall, a Marxist could always resort to still another weapon from his 
master's arsenal; he might explain the power of the fourteenth Louis 
the way that Karl Marx explained the success of the third Napoleon: 
as “Bonapartism," the parasitical rule of a man or a group of men 
who represent no class but manage to exploit the deadlock between 
classes to establish a tyranny over them. In the ease of Louis Napo¬ 
leon it was a “benevolent and popular" despotism, anticipating by 
more than seventy years some signal aspects of contemporary fas¬ 
cism.^® 

But such evasive action is not open to the theorist of the elite. 
Under no condition can he permit an elitist void. And so, forgetting 
what he had said only a few pages earlier, he succeeds in discovering 
a ruling class in the age of the Roi Soldi. It will be difficult to recon¬ 
cile the following two statements, first: 

Under l.oiiis XIV, when the nobility had reached the . .. end stage 
of political decav, it was completely separated from the people, known 
to its own peasants only by the ruthlessncss with which it exacted feudal 
rights long since converted into payments of rent. | These nobles) hardly 
performed any function of importance, and their very lack of training 
had made them incapable of managing public affairs . . . >^ 

Translated into Mosca's technical vocabulary, the aristocracy of 
France no longer represented any social force; it was completely 
alienated from its economic base, the agricultural class; it no longer 
managed government. Contrast with these conclusions Mosca's next; 

'The organs through which the royal power made itself felt and under¬ 
stood throughout the whole of France were the court, the aristocracy, and 
the bureaucracy; those three together formed the ruling class and gov¬ 
erned the countr\' effectively, taking .shelter behind the authority of the 
sovereign on whom, in all appearance, they depended.^“ 

So now we know by whom the French were ruled. Not by the 
king, but by the court, that is, the immense royal family together 
with their hangers-on, by the nobility, no longer decadent and in¬ 
effective, and by the bureaucrats. 'Logether, those three groups com 
pose the ruling class. But if we a.sk what social forces they represent, 
we get no answer. All we hear is that the rulers act in the king's 
name. But since the king himself is a mere name, for whom, we 
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repeat, do the three groups act? Obviously for themselves, since we 
hear of no other interest. But surely ruling elasses do not operate in 
a political and social void? 

Perhaps the “formula,” if we can find it, will enlighten us. For if 
the three groups mentioned are a ruling class, they must have a 
political formula, which may, in turn, direct us to the social forces 
it speaks for. Can Mosca find that formula? He can indeed: “I’he 
politieal center of France, the political formula that justified the 
exercise of all power during the ancien regime, was the king.. 

We are back where we started. The old feudal France had found 
her symbol in the king. 'ITie feudal class had lost political control 
(according to Mosca’s first interpretation) or else it was now sharing 
power with two other groups (according to his second interpreta¬ 
tion) to form the ruling class. And that class still used the same 
hallowed symbol of the king to justify its power. The same formula, 
then, served a primitive society that hardly knew of statehood, and 
one organized in a state the like of which the Western world had 
not seen since the days of Diocletian. 

Now, we have been instructed by our author that political formu¬ 
las follow the changing needs and interests of their society as new 
demands and forces supplant older ones. But in France, we have 
seen, the formula had not been changed, although the social situa¬ 
tion had changed very much indeed. And the French monarch, like 
his predecessor in the feudal age, is still only a front man! Somewhere 
lies the truly formidable power of that state, and it is formulated in 
terms of an institution which, we arc asked to believe, signifies 
nothing, being a mere pretext of the ruling groups. Something, or 
somebody, must be absurdly wrong. But everything would be right, 
if only the French king could be restored to true significance. Suppose 
we say that he was a focal point, the point in which the total force 
of French society had found its integration and its fulcrum. Once 
that much is granted, there is little harm in granting the name of a 
ruling class to Mosca's bureaucrats, aristocrats, and courtiers; but it 
would be Mosca's second stratum, necessarily small, since it was 
lacking the broad base of modern mass society. And it would defi¬ 
nitely not manipulate the sovereign, except in the sense in which 
the servant may manipulate his master. Furthennorc, the faster we 
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discard the notion that a ruling class must under all conditions rest 
upon a major social force, the better will w'e understand a past in 
which the state, within the technological and economic limitations 
of the time, was really supreme—not the “executive committee’' of 
a class, but using and exploiting all the classes, and not for the sake 
of some mysterious interest of the whole either. It was Mosca’s back¬ 
ground which prevented him from facing that historical fact so dis¬ 
tasteful to ninctccnth-century liberalism. 


The Bourgeois Revolution 

How docs elitist theory explain the downfall of the old regime? 
The task looks simple, and important spadework had already been 
done by hvo French historians. One of them was Tainc who, Mosca 
says, had deeply influenced his thinking; Tocqiieville was the other.'** 
From these two, our autlior took over the notion of a decadent elite 
that lacked “the indispensable prerequisites for the successful use of 
any weapon, including that of power ... firmness and energy.” A 
class that docs possess those qualities may yield ground, make con¬ 
cessions, and yet retain its position.'** Unfortunately, the French rul¬ 
ing class was both stubborn and weak. Above all, it was eminently 
stupid. No sufficient effort was made by the aristocracy to absorb the 
new, upcoming elite of the middle class: 

'riic means for a renewal of the political class were not missing. 
I’lironglioiit the entire eighteenth century the bourgeoisie had been ac¬ 
quiring the two major assets which one had to have in order to “belong*’: 
money and knowledge. As tax collectors, merchants, and industrialists, as 
lawyers and physicians, they were men of substance, even of wealth, who 
were able to buy the estates which bankrupt noblcincn were forced to .sell. 
Enjoying the same living standard, the bourgeois lived in the same style 
as die aristocrat: he was admitted to the best salons where by dint of 
esprit and erudition he was second to none ...'** 

In short, the French bourgeois had arrived in every sense but 
politically; the one touch still missing was the legal recognition of 
his social and political importance. One fact emerges clearly from 
the picture: what sapped the strength of the old dominant minority 
was not the absence of class circulation; the old aristocracy con- 
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tinuously, if grudgingly, renewed itself. But that is not quite what 
our author intends to convey. He makes much of the reluctance 
shown by the new aristocracy of rich bourgeois to share their privi¬ 
leges with their lesser fellows; “Those who had arrived ... went to 
great length in placing obstacles in the path of others who desired 
to join them..Thus it was not so much the old aristocracy, 
but the rich section of the middle class itself which slammed shut 
the doors of status and thereby reduced the mobility of their own 
social group to a mere crawl. The pent-up energies of the great bour¬ 
geois mass, deserted by its upper stratum, were bound to explode 
in a Jacobin radicalism which threw the revolution off its bourgeois 
tracks. 

Mosca's appraisal of the prerevolutionary situation in no way con¬ 
flicts with the conclusions of more recent probings into the causes 
of the great explosion. Without stressing them, he docs describe the 
symptoms of the process by which the trend toward centralized con¬ 
trol, virtually realized under Louis XIV, was reversed under his two 
successors. Why Mosca, who had registered the fact that much 
aristocratic property had I)ccn acquired by commoners, fails to dis¬ 
cuss the widespread sale of royal offices is not easy to understand, 
for this malpractice was perhaps the major factor in that process 
of re infciidation by which the work of the great administrators of 
the absolute state was undone. It was a posthumous and bloodless 
Fronde again, this time a bourgeois Fronde, a silent counterrevolu¬ 
tion that took place before the revolution, paving the way for it.’’^ 

What happened then was a concurrence of two things: an old 
elite disintegrated, and a new elite, refusing to identify itself with 
its own class, intruded, without changing the old formula, with the 
result that it became involved in the disintegration of the old regime. 
It was a tragedy which not only could be foreseen—it was foreseen: 
the best minds of the time were conscious of the problem and of the 
only possible way in which the calamity could be averted. Nor did 
reform remain in the realm of mere speculation; it was tried by good 
men acting on behalf of the French government. Why, then, did 
they fail? Why could the monarchy not be transformed from a state 
already at the mercy of the bourgeoisie into a state belonging to 
that now mature class? 
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The reason is not difficult to find. The ruling class, or, rather, the 
three groups which Mosca chose to call the ruling class of P'rance, 
obstructed the reforms which the French government attempted. 
But what exactly do we mean here by “French govcrnmcnt'7 It 
would have to be, if not the whole, then at least an important sce- 
tion of the bureaucratic group which made itself the spearhead of 
reform. Thus the French ruling class immediately before the revolu¬ 
tion would appear to be a house divided against itself. Unfortunately, 
Mosca nowhere indicates that such a split occurred. Arc wc then to 
believe that the reform movement originated at some point outside 
the ruling class? To be sure, the massed criticisms of the bourgeois 
philosophers (of the physiocrats, to mention one group that had at 
some time an almost Fabian influence in bureaucratic circles) led 
the groundwork of reform. But the decrees that tried to implement 
it, the decrees of a 'I'lirgot or Nccker had to be, and were, signed by 
the king himself. 

If anvthing can convince the still unconvinced that Mosca was mis¬ 
taken when he equated the ruling class with the French royal govern¬ 
ment, they ought to be undeceived by now. Monarchy, as long as it 
was strong, had kept that bureaucratic class in line as a mere adjunct 
of its supreme, royal power; the revolution from below became inevi¬ 
table when the bureaucratic apparatus of a weakened monarchy could 
not impose its peaceful revolution from above upon the new Fronde 
of the upper classes. 

Yet, is not that very failure, Mosca could retort, the best corrobora¬ 
tion of iny claim that the King reigned but did not rule? 

If we grant Mosca that much for the sake of argument, it still 
remains to explain the fact that the political class, already bourgeois 
in part, retained its feudal solidarity in the face of reform. 'Hie ex¬ 
planation is again quite simple. State reform meant tax reform, and 
the new' oligarchy of high finance w^as fighting for its tax immunity. 
In this fight they found allies not only in the parlementSf the legal 
strongholds of their own class interest, but also in the old nobility 
to which they now- felt tied by the affinities of status. 'I’lie great rev¬ 
olution was precipitated by a double class defection: the old feudal 
class deserting their king, the new feudal class deserting its bourgeois 
base. Too late did the upper-class bourgeois rejoin his lesser brother 
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in the solemn oath sworn in the Jeu de PaumCy declaring that the 
Third Estate was one, and also the whole state. The middle stratum 
of the bourgeoisie was already in full motion, and behind it stirred 
the petty bourgeois masses of the Paris suburbs. 

If this is the correct interpretation, then 'Paine's version of the 
suicide of the old ruling class, which Mosca basically makes his own, 
needs some elaboration. Once more, his dualistic scheme (the ruling 
class versus the ruled) breaks down; once more we find a trialistic 
tension between royal government, a disunited ruling class, and a 
new social force (deserted by its own elite) crowding the third 
corner. The king had to ascend the scaffold because he refused to 
become the king of the triumphant middle class. He left it to Napo¬ 
leon to play that role with world-shaking if brief success. 

Meanwhile a new political formula had replaced the old. Its suc¬ 
cess was more enduring, though the ghost of 1786 continued to 
haunt the modern democratic state. For that prerevolutionary break¬ 
away of the bourgeois elite from its own social moorings only set a 
pattern which will be repeated in the nineteenth century and after: 
the class of the middle will continue to be torn by the conflicting 
wishes to attain to and to abolish privilege, torn between infcudatioii 
and equality. 


Immortal Ideas, So called 

'Phe formula of the victorious revolution had matured long before 
the Bastille was actually stormed. The buttresses of the old klcologv 
had all been radically undermined when its whole structure was at 
last blown up. In the traditional manner Mosca credits the philoso¬ 
phers of the enlightenment with the essential spadework that pre¬ 
pared the final blow; Mornct had not yet written his seminal work 
showing that the propaganda against the old system prepared French 
public opinion for reform, not revolution, that it agitated for a better 
monarchy, not for the radical republic of Saint-Just and Robes¬ 
pierre.'® 'Phcrc was, of course, Rousseau, but when he had to draw 
a constitution for the Corsicans or Poles, he too turned out to be a 
moderate. Yet even Mornct grants that by 1770 Voltaire’s infdme 
was definitely ccrase, and with the respect for the Church went the 
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belief in monarchy by divine right. With its religious plank removed, 
the whole of the old formula could be effectively demolished. 

The same substitution took place in the field of law and civil 
rights, until, in the wake of the American model, the new trinity of 
liberty, ccjnality, fraternity were written into the new Rights of Man 
and The Citizen. In speaking of “the so-callcd immortal principles 
of Mosca in fairness points out that this bundle of “abstractions 
and a priori concepts” satisfied a real historical need. Unlike Edmund 
Burke, he felt that the demand for impersonal justice and equality 
of status was a natural reaction against the arbitrary power of a 
“ruling class formed not by all politically conscious elements but 
oiilv by one part, a group excluding violently all the rest...” 

If Mosca's account of the revolutionary years exuded a coolness 
rare in one so young, this may be pardonable in his case. Living in 
tlic aftcrmatli of the Italian risorgiwento, his own personal expe¬ 
rience was with a political regime which, emulating the French 
formula, seemed to display in a most drastic and distressing manner 
“the impossibility of its practical realization.” Mosca's bitterness was 
that of the infuriated, disillusioned idealist. A certain amount of 
social fear creeps into the discussion when he treats of liberty, a 
grand idea as long as it includes notions of restraint, of obligation 
to state and society: “but for the most numerous class—we are think¬ 
ing of the jdebs—political liberty means just the absence or the weak¬ 
ness of authority;... more freedom becomes an equivalent for pay¬ 
ing fewer taxes and for shorter military service...” In the popular 
mind, “the maximum of liberty would be achieved when there would 
be no government at all, 'each man being a law unto himself'...” 

In these passionate lines our author touches on the latent anarch¬ 
ism of the “little people” of most times and nations. He docs not 
investigate the possibility that the dislike of government is the inevi¬ 
table “natural reaction” against arbitrary' government by ruling classes 
disregarding their own obligations toward the community—obliga¬ 
tions which our author would be the first to insist upon. The argu¬ 
ment against plebeian anarchism is an indication not so imich of 
Mosca's social bias—to be sure, he was afraid of the contemporary 
masses—as of his aversion for “abstractions and a priori concepts,” in 
this case, the attempt of a Spencer, Proudhon, or Kropotkin to trans- 
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form one symptom of asocial character—or social unrest—into an 
abstract and all-exclusive principle: the anarchist ideal of society. 

Coming from an enemy of mere abstractions, Mosca's statement 
that the mechanisms used by the French revolutionary constitution 
makers were “more imitative than inventive” would sound like ap¬ 
proval. But it is meant to be a criticism. England was the model for 
the French regime of 'gi; the only blueprint demonstrating “some 
originality” was the proposal of Sicyes, “of which it can be said that 
it had never before been tried out.” This may indeed be said, 
because the constitution of both the directorate and consulate which 
the ingenious Abbe drafted, was in fact new as a practical experi¬ 
ment. But the model for his three-ring circus of assemblies based 
on labyrinthine indirect election methods can be found in Harring¬ 
ton's old Oceandy so that even Sicyes' singular originality would 
become questionable. 

And now we should expect our author to unwrap the shiny instru¬ 
ments of his new method to perform an autopsy on revolution. To 
our great loss, the idea never once occurred to him, neither when he 
wrote the Teorica, nor later. lie left it to Crane Brinton to apply 
the theory of the elite to revolutionary situations.^"* This is all the 
more regrettable as Mosca, speaking of those “ten to twelve years 
during which France was left without any regular government,” dis¬ 
covers in the center of “unprecedented violence, bloodshed, and abso¬ 
lute disorder ... the audacious sect of Jacobins.” It was a “tightly 
organized group behind a few leaders who carried doctrinairism 
to its extreme consequences, undisturbed by any scruples in the choice 
of means to achieve their ends. They knew how to stir up the 
brutal instincts of the masses and how to direct their movements, 
always, with fanatical effrontery, pretending to be the mere execu¬ 
tors of the people’s will. They played an important role throughout 
the revolution and even succeeded, for some time, in controlling and 
leading it.” 

That is all. How Mosca could have failed to recognize in that 
“audacious sect” the perhaps purest type of a political elite that 
Europe had known since the Company of Jesus (which he will dis¬ 
cover later), and was not to know again until in our time Lenin 
organized his Bolshevik conspiracy, is beyond understanding.^-’* A 



The Historical Test II 101 

study of the metropolitan organization of the Jacobin club with its 
provincial affiliations would have given us some insight into structure 
and stratification of a revolutionary group; the analysis of the control 
devices by which that elite manipulated the assemblies and execu¬ 
tive committees of the revolutionary governments would have led to 
greater understanding of the mechanics of power; and finally, a 
study of the struggle for predominance within the dictatorial group, 
of the swings first from the center to the left, from the far left back 
to the center, and once more back to the left—that study would 
have revealed a great deal about the tendencies at work within 
elites, about the problems of internal circulation and cvcnlual de¬ 
composition or “apparentation/' 

h'urthcr, why do masses respond and then again fail to respond 
to one and the same stimulus? Was Robespierre's defeat due to a 
split in the elite or to a loss of “charisma"? 'lo a failure of nerve, to use 
simpler words? Was he no longer listened to because his time was 
up, or was his time up because they refused to listen? Is there any 
iron law of Tlicrmidor, or should perhaps Fortima, Machiavclli's 
goddess, be restored to her vacated pedestal? Mven the most thorough 
study of the Jacobin elite would still leave a vast area of ehance un- 
reconnoitered. Still, such a study would have been very much worth 
Mosca's while. 


The Revolution Tamed 

After Tlicrmidor, “central authority grew weaker all the time, 
and perhaps only the restoration of the old regime could have pre¬ 
vented complete anarchy and brought about the fusion of old and 
new elements, had not the army, w'hieh had come out of the struggle 
of those years invigorated rather than enfeebled, taken over control 
of the country. It placed on the throne the luckiest, most energetic 
and ambitious among its commanders, a man of strength, will power, 
and ability to plan and cairy out the complete reorganization of the 
nation." 

Napoleon’s great achievement, the consolidation of the changes 
worked by the French Revolution, Mosca secs, almost exclusively, 
under the aspect of military power. Bonaparte becomes the hVench 
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Augustus. Through their general, the armies of the new Republic 
become the decisive social force. They impose peace and social order 
on the country, while at the same time defeating the concerted efforts 
of old Murope to defeat the revolution. Mosca almost revels in the 
contrast between the dispirited and tired Republic and its “youthful, 
bold, and disciplined” armed forces under their “young captain, 
whose ambition was matched only by his genius..The paean of 
tliesc same armies, fighting for, and carrying abroad, the revolution 
under other leaders than Napoleon, remains unsung. True, Mosca 
docs not altogether overlook the democratic character of Bonaparte's 
armed rule; he even points out, in connection with the plebiscites to 
which the First Consul resorted twice, that the idea of popular sov¬ 
ereignty was the equivalent of the old formula of divine right. Nor 
docs Mosca forget Napoleon the superb administrator and originator 
of the code named after him. But something is amiss. What is it? 
Pt)litical participation of the people, answers Mosca. lie believes: 

I lad the Napoleonic Empire survived its founder, it would always have 
lacked those essential elements without which a government may be 
accepted momentarily as a bulwark against anarchy, but could never de¬ 
velop into a consolidated and enduring organism. It could become that 
only when all the political elements of the country, all the living values 
and social forces find recognition appropriate to their importance. But 
that was not the system which Napoleon Bonaparte inaugurated .. 

I he sentiment of these lines is as laudable as it is, shall we say, 
unrealistic. That the revolutionary tensions within hrcnch society 
had much abated when Napoleon won his victory of grapeshot in the 
Rue Saint-Roch, nobody will deny. But they persisted, and a liberal 
Napoleonic charter, granted, say, in 1 S 03 , would only liavc anticipated 
by twelve years the fate of the concessions to “all the political ele¬ 
ments of the country” which the rcvenaiit from Elba granted on the 
Champ cle Mars before lie left for Waterloo. 

Our autlior’s grief over Napoleon's deplorable lack of liberal con¬ 
victions could have found some solace in the fact that the imperial 
armies went on exporting the liberal ideas with their bayonets. Again, 
as in the case of the imperial Roman armies, the conception of the 
social force j)rovcs to be somewhat less than helpful; it traps Mosca 
into oversimplifying and rigidifying matters against his own better 
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knowledge. Insofar as the French army’s military function is con¬ 
cerned, it has the aspect of a social force distinct from other social 
forces dedicated to pursuits more peaceful. But what Mosca always 
forgets: armies arc people, and as such they carry the effects and 
interests of the nonmilitary social forces in their knapsacks—espe¬ 
cially when they serve only as draftees and not as professional men. 
Like most of their officers, they remain uniformed civilians; they are 
soldier citizens. As citizens of the new I'rcnch Republic, and as sub¬ 
jects of Napoleon’s Empire, the troops of the Grande Armce were a 
political and social as well as a military force of the first order. The 
impression they made upon concjucrcd luiropc could not be oblit¬ 
erated by the national resentment that was, in the end, Napoleon’s 
undoing. No iS^cS, no national awakening in Belgium, Italy, and even 
Germany without the memories of freedom trees and tricolors un¬ 
furling the so-called immortal slogans of the democratic dream. 

But Mosea’s simple-mindedness in that respect has its rewards. 
Without wasting a moinent to consider Bonaparte’s attempt to recon¬ 
cile the old and new elites in his imperial hierarchy—surely a worth¬ 
while undertaking from the viewpoint of elitist theory!—he hammers 
away at Napoleon the statesman: ''llis political class consisted exclu¬ 
sively of the bureaucracy,.. .and all political activity of other social 
classes showing indications of political maturity was savagely re¬ 
pressed. Such a system,” Mosca goes on, using the particular ease to 
make what is possibly the clearest and most comprehensive statement 
of his doctrine, 'Voulcl not fail to produce the most ruinous effects, 
inasmuch as it gradually separates the ruled from the rulers, instilling 
in the former an indifferenee toward, and even hatred of, the latter. 
In turn, the ruling class will contract into an oppressive caste which 
even the most energetic sovereign cannot influence or modify.” ’I’lic 
ultimate resort of such regimes is the police power. Its indeterminate 
and willful use “was not the least cause of the revolutionary ferment 
which, during the first part of the nineteenth century, spread through¬ 
out Euro|x*.” 

Thus, the failure of the Bourbon restoration to unite and reconcile 
the social forces of the |xist and present would appear as a mere eonsc- 
cjuenee of the Napoleonic sin. 'I’lie result was that formulas as rigidly 
opposed to one another as was Rousseau’s to that of De Maistre con- 
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tinued to compete for the allegiance of the French. And in a way, 
they do so compete even in our day. 

The post-Napolconic ruling class of the French cudevants, too 
narrow to encompass all the forces which it ought to have included, 
was pried open twice to admit, in 1830 , the financial oligarchy, and 
in 1848 , more elements of the advancing middle class. But by that 
time, the bourgeoisie had taken fright; between reaction and the 
proletarian class begotten by the new industrial revolution, it recoiled 
from the conclusions of the democratic gospel and threw itself at 
the mercy of the third Napoleon. 

But long before that turning point in modern history is reached, 
Mosca takes his leave from France to give, at long last, full attention 
to his native Italy. 



5 

THE PARTY STATE 


Gaetano Mosca lias now reached the time when parliamentary 
democracy is accepted as the master institution by the greater part 
of Europe. It had spread from France, and France is still the country 
in which to observe the practical implementation of the system with 
the greatest profit, Mosca feels. But he corrects himself at once. lu)r 
Italy too is a parliamentary democracy, and there is very little differ¬ 
ence between it and the Gallic model. hVcnch parliamentary experi¬ 
ence, to be true, is older; but it lacks the one thing without which 
tradition remains cjuestionable: continuity. Between her First and 
Second Kcpublics, France had been governed by an emperor and 
three kings; another empire intervened between the Second and the 
Third Republic. The last-named (born in 1875 ) was, at the time of 
Mosca’s writing, less than ten years old, whereas the Italian regime, 
a constitutional monarchy, could look back upon an unbroken record 
of twenty-three years.^ 

Shall we inc|uirc into the cultural credentials of the nation that 
gave to the world a Dante, Machiavelli, Michelangelo? But Mosca 
docs not waste onr time in listing the many splendid assets of his 
country. He prefers to state his real reasons for devoting the rest of 
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his book to Italy with a disarming and quite moving candor: “My 
reason is quite personal: I write in Italy, she is my motherland, the 
country I know better and have studied more than others and love 
best of all/' 

We gladly will accept his choice but in turn take the liberty of 
not accompanying him all the way on his detailed investigation. 
There will be better opportunities to test his judgnicnt if we wait 
until a time when the Italian scene reflected the contemporary demo¬ 
cratic situation much more closely than it did in 1884 . We will have 
done our duty by referring to the aspect which seemed to be crucial to 
our author: parliamentary democracy is government by parties; hence 
the deputies of parliament “may be said to be the most important 
elements of our political class, the wheels that set the whole machin¬ 
ery of government in motion and give it direction." ^ 

This being so, and keeping in mind that in a democracy the repre¬ 
sentative elected by the people is supposed to execute the will of the 
majority, Mosca at once proceeds to the attack. It is worthwhile to 
(|iK)tc him on this point at length, for what he has to say anticipated 
the bv now famous formulations of his Ruling Class almost verbatim: 

'I’lie legal assumption that the representative is chosen by the majority 
of voters forms the basis of our form of government. Many people 
blindly believe in its truth. Yet, the facts reveal something quite different. 
And these facts arc a\ailablc to anybody. Whoever took part in an election 
knows perfectly well that the representative is not elected by the voters 
hut, as a rule, has himself elected by them. Or, if that sounds too unpleas¬ 
ant, wc shall say instead: his friends have him elected. In any case, a 
candidacy is always tlie work of a group of people united for a common 
purpose, an organized minority which inevitably forces its will upon the 
disorganized majority.** 

Compare with this the formulation of the later work: 

When wc say that the voters ‘‘choose" their representative, wc arc 
using a language that is very inexact. Tlic truth is that the representative 
has himself elected by the voters, and. if that phrase should seem too 
inflexible and too harsh to fit sonic cases, wc might qualify it by saying 
that his friends have him elected.^ 

Now, there is nothing criminal about quoting oneself. The happy 
phrasing of the older version could not have been much improved 
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upon; besides, the author had no reason to believe that it had re- 
eeived iniieh publieity. Nor did lie simply repeat his dietum and leave 
it at that. Lest the statement still seem “too inflexible and too harsh 
to fit some cases,"' Mosca added a significant qualification, in accord¬ 
ance with his greater understanding of the democratic process. 'Fhe 
majority still docs not rule, but through its representatives it enjoys 
a modicum of indirect control on governmental policy. “Whether 
their component personnels be good or bad,” the coteries which 
“make” the candidates do “represent a considerable number of social 
values and forces.” More important still, each representative will, in 
his own best interest, pay some attention to the wishes of his voters, 
and so “echoes of a widely disseminated opinion, of some serious dis¬ 
content, will easily come to be heard in the highest spheres of gov¬ 
ernment.” ^ 

Whether that is always a desirable result is quite another matter. 
Later, Mosca will be heard to say that catering to public pressures 
usually makes for bad, or in any ease mediocre, government. But even 
then that government will still represent the social forces in the widest 
sense, reflecting the will of the great majority two steps removed. But 
this is no longer the Mosca who wrote the Teorica. I’hcre he is still 
adamant about the subject: 

When people feel very passionately about something, the majority 
might triumpli at the polls; but under ordinaiy circumstances, when the 
ehoicc at issue is a matter of cool judgment and deliberation, then the 
wills of the majority are most unlikely to agree .. . and the organized few, 
who can much more easily aehieve agreement and change attitudes, will 
necessarily triumph.'^ 

It is hard to believe that Italian elections, even in the comparatively 
peaceful times of Mosca's youth, were ever anything but very passion¬ 
ate affairs. Nor is it necessarily true that matters which seem more 
conducive to cool judgment such as public health or public highways, 
on the surface mere housekeeping problems, were ineligible topics 
for the rabble rouscr. But in the end result we may agree with Mosca: 
There arc public issues which inflame our passions more than others, 
and there arc some which seem less intractable to reason, or what we 
think to be reason. "I’hc paradox is that agreement between humans 
is more difficult when wc approach it as rational beings, easier when 
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gushes of emotion drown our rational objections. Mosca only says 
what Aristotle said before him when he spoke of the individuating 
quality of ‘‘passive"' human reason.** 

The question of why majorities are bound to remain passive in the 
game of politics does not cause Mosca any trouble: 

'I’hcoretically each voter has the greatest latitude of choice, but actually 
his choice is very limited. Unless he wants to waste his vote, he will give 
it to one of the lw(j or three candidates, or to one of the two or three 
lists of candidates, who have a chance to win because they arc backed by 
a group of friends and followers. Hence the isolated voters who make up 
the immense majority of the electorate have only two ways open: cither 
to abstain, or to vote for one of the candidates who have a chance ... ® 

Young Mosca does not mince his words: “To say then that an elec¬ 
tion is tantamount to an expression of the will of the country or of the 
majority of the voters is in all ordinary cases to assert a falsehood. .. 
Only a falsehood? Worse is to come: “The legal or rational basis of 
any political system that admits the masses of the people to represen¬ 
tation through elections is a lie^ The polite way would be to speak 
of a legal fiction. 

If the voters do not matter, neither do, in the last sense, the repre¬ 
sentatives theinselves. I’he real victory belongs “to the elements who 
know how to assert themselves in that special and often artificial 
cimbiente created by the elective system.” Name your friends, and I 
shall tell you who you arc. The representative not only “has himself 
elected by his friends,” he is the creature of those selfsame friends. 
'I’hcy do not only elect but select him. It is they who arc “the ele¬ 
ments” that matter, influential personalities “who know how to 
assert themselves”—a negligible quantity as numbers go, yet an 
important, possibly the most important, group of the pays legal^' 


The Kingmakers 

Mosca divides the elements who “direct the elections and create 
the deputies” in Italy into three categories. The first is the govern¬ 
ment itself, manipulating the electoral process through its own pro¬ 
vincial prefects by the methods too well known to need description 
here. What the big stick of authority does not accomplish is achieved 
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by “distribution of the carrots/* patronage, particularly in the south¬ 
ern part of Italy, where it has proved well-nigh irresistible. 

More important for the purpose of this study is the second category 
of important individuals whom Mosca calls “the grand electors." 
'Fhcy arc “so to speak, the monads, the indivisible entities of the 
parliamentary system, in which they hold power without responsi¬ 
bility.** 'rechnically, the deputy ranks above the “grand elector"—on 
whom he in actuality depends. Still higher ranks the minister, who 
in turn is, officially at least, accountable to all the deputies, whereas 
“the grand elector is accountable to none, for the simple reason that 
the little people whose votes he controls, arc, for economic and intel¬ 
lectual reasons, at his mercy.** 

We recognize the type: the man who can deliver votes, who is a 
power in his city, city district, club, or association, be it cultural, 
religious, or commercial. He may be a lawyer in politics, a wealthy 
landowner with many tenant farmers, a banker controlling small 
businessmen, or just a man of overwhelmingly strong personality who 
“tells them how to vote.** 

Mosca has no very high opinion of the morality which that group 
displays in its dealings with the rest of the community: “Naturally 
nobody desires evil for cviFs sake, and in ahstracto everybody wants 
the state to prosper and government to be conducted honestly. But in 
practice everybody is out for his own advantage; he wants to extort 
all he can from the public power, while contributing as little as possi¬ 
ble. And that is only natural; only a few have the intellectual acumen 
necessary to understand that a seemingly innocent single act, when 
repeated many times, will turn into a general habit with ruinous 
consequences for the community.. .*' I’he grand elector, though he 
may w'cll realize the damage he inflicts, will still exploit his influence 
to the limit, and only external restraint will check him, some ])owcr 
or will that is stronger than his." 

This is almost a Ilobbcsian view of man; and w'ho is bold enough 
to say that Mosca*s picture of society is overdrawn? Political influ¬ 
ence in our time may have evolved subtler, more impersonal means 
to assert itself, but Mosca has a premonition of more modern methods 
of manipulation when he mentions that in urban j)olitics the grand 
elector as a rule is not an individual but a collective. He discusses the 
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political societies and proletarian organizations which dominate the 
cities, and large cities in particular. His description sets the pattern for 
the “iron law of oligarchy” promulgated by his close disciple, Robert 
Michels.'^ Tlie membership of all organizations is “invariably” com¬ 
posed of “tliose who command, the founders and directors of the 
association, and the rest: those who receive their impulse from the 
former and obey them blindly. The latter contribute nothing in terms 
of initiative and energy, and yet their usefulness is enormous: it lies 
in their number.” Mosca clearly thought of Machiavelli in the fol¬ 
lowing: “A compact block of a hundred voters represents a tremen¬ 
dous force as compared to, say, three to four thousand isolated voters 
who possess no means to get together and co-ordinate their action.” 
Once more he returns to his initial point: if they want to accomplish 
anything at all, llic Many must team up behind The Fcw.^*^ 

There exists then an electoral elite. But it is very uneven in quality. 
Mosca distinguishes shaiply between the private and the public 
morality of the leaders. The grand elector will without compunction 
plunder the state, while in all other respects remaining an honorable 
man: his private dealings and his negotiations with officialdom take 
place, as it were, in two separate compartments. Not so the leaders of 
political organizations. Here the principle of negative selection is at 
work: ambition will win out over sincerity, the demagogue will silence 
the good citizen. In the end the bad money has driven out the good; 
tlic honest, the disinterested elements ‘‘either withdraw or remain 
inactive, leaving the field to the rascals and intriguers ...” The result 
is the corruption of the whole, the triumph of the baser instincts in 
political and social action. 

Mosca is at pains to add that, as all rules, this one has its exceptions 
too. Not all party leadership is bad, sometimes its record is above 
reproach. 1 urning to working class organizations Mosca has some 
interesting things to say. The impact of bourgeois society on the 
Italian proletariat was particularly great because, in contrast to most 
northern countries, residential class lines did not yet exist in most 
Italian cities. The rich lived among the poor, who fell under the 
spell of radical but bourgeois politics, and a specific proletarian con¬ 
sciousness had a hard time developing. Only in some larger cities, 
where masses of workers lived in districts apart from the rich, did the 
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proletarian exodus from the eamp of the bourgeoisie bceomc a possi¬ 
bility. Those independent working elass societies were frequently led 
by men of superior social background, men who were perfectly honest 
in their pursuit of naive and dangerous utopias, but even more fre¬ 
quently by swindlers devoid of all conscience, who were inciting their 
followers against the upper classes and against the government. 
“'Ibday they organize the masses for the battle of the ballot boxes, 
and tomorrow they will lead them to the barricades.” 

'riicsc remarks show, if no sympathy with the working-class move¬ 
ment, a remarkable insight into the proletarian leadership problem. 
Almost ten years earlier than Lenin, Gaetano Mosca clearly recog¬ 
nized the bourgeois character of the first working-class elite. 'Lhcrc is 
no indication that he visualized, as did Sorel, the possibility of 
working-class elites arising from the working class itself.^*’^ 


The Elite of Mediocrities 

Parliament then would appear to be the creature of those not-al- 
wajsso-grand electors, individual or collective. In Mosca's Italy 
“the deputies for the most part reflect the interests of landed prop¬ 
erty and capital... and only to a very slight extent the aspirations 
of the laboring classes. Among these representatives arc some whose 
names evoke lengthy memories of scandal and disgrace...” But the 
—avowedly—few cases of rascality and outright criminality arc not 
the cause of Mosca’s worry. What perturbs him is the generally low¬ 
ered level of performance which in turn, he thinks, is due to lower 
standards of selection: “'I’he decisive element [in the assemblies] is of 
overpowering mediocrity: mediocrity of intellect, mediocrity of char¬ 
acter ...” 

Most deputies are leaders only in appearance, leaders of that bogus 
“loftiness” that overawes the common herd, and their morality will 
always closely conform to the line of least resistance. Not that 
there arc no truly original, superior individuals among them, but 
their days arc numbered: most of them belong to the first genera¬ 
tion of parliamentarians, men not yet the product of the system. All 
the younger elements must either pass through the machines of the 
political societies, or they arc forced to cater to the whims of groups 
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controlled by grand electors. Few of them will survive with their 
moral and political integrity unscathed. In the long run, those who 
do not choose to conform, “a major part of the moral and intellec¬ 
tual forces,... will find the doors of parliament forever closed to 
them.'' As ‘‘an evcr-increasing portion of vital forces, of potential 
leaders thus remains excluded,'' the Chamber of Deputies becomes 
increasingly unrepresentative of the whole country. Here, at last, the 
author resorts to the polite term: representation becomes more and 
more “fictitious." 

'riiosc who do get into parliament, are by no means all ill-inten¬ 
tioned men. If the public interest can be squared with their private 
convenience, they will do their level best to legislate accordingly. 
So not all legislation will be bad. But that fact does not, in Gaetano 
Mosca's view, “derogate one whit from the chief defect of the par¬ 
liamentary system, which is not so much the lack of quality in the 
incumbents as their moral predicament;... given unlimited author¬ 
ity, with all the irresponsibility that goes with it, they are prone to 
abuse their power under the tremendous pressure of the multifarious 
private interests and greeds they are supposed to serve and vSat- 
isfy ..." *^ 

We arc now able to sum up the author's argument. It runs as fol¬ 
lows: 

The deputies arc the most important clement of the political 
class. They arc recruited by a system of negative selection. 

The truly valuable segment of the political class is being made 
inactive. 

I’lie result is a regime of mediocrity. 

Absolute power makes for arbitrary power. 

Parliamentary government is the despotic rule of nonentities— 
an impossibility resulting in non-rule, the abdication of gov¬ 
ernment in favor of private pressure groups. 

Whether or not Mosca's judgment of modern representative de¬ 
mocracy is correct need not concern us here. The author himself 
takes pains to warn readers of his first work that liis own appraisal 
of the democratic system had become more favorable as the years 
went by.^^ But even so we are left with a serious problem. 
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The difficulty is how to reconcile his treatment of the modern 
type of party government (which even in the revised form remained 
basically negative) with his general thcor\' of the political class. 
It is a task in which we receive hardly any help from Mosca who, 
in the Teorica but also later, remained curiously uninterested in the 
new phenomenon of large-scale party organization. When Robert 
Michels filled that gap along the lines sketched by the older master, 
Gaetano Mosca reviewed the resulting work benevolently in a scanty 
dozen pages and left it at that.'*^ He never felt the need to relate 
his appraisal of party elites to his conception of the political class, 
that is, to the elites existing prior to, or outside the “new’' demo¬ 
cratic system of representation. Had he attempted to do so, Mosca 
might have found himself face to face with trouble in the form of 
the inconsistency, already referred to, which runs through his entire 
work; his use, in working out a value system for elites, of two dis¬ 
tinct, conflicting methods.’® 

Mosca may have had a notion after all that parties did not merely 
usurp the position of the old elites but should be treated on an equal 
footing with, and judged by the same standards as, tlie ruling groups 
that had preceded them in histor}\ But that was just what Mosca 
stubbornly refused to do. We know' his reason: It is the mediocrity 
of the contemporary politician which disqualifies him from fulfilling 
the true task of an elite, which is to lead, not to be led. Somehow 
Mosca must have felt that parliament ou^hl to he an outstanding body 
—otherwise it would be utterly impossible to comprehend why he 
should have devoted articles and speeches by the dozens to the task 
of reforming the representative institutions of his country. To be 
sure, he put his hopes primarily on the countervailing powers of the 
royal office and the upper house, rather than in the improvement 
of the quality of popular representation.‘® And the remedies which 
he proposed would at best have improved the government. 'The par¬ 
ties, in all likelihood, would have remained unchanged, and that 
means, in the author’s view, unsatisfactory. 

But by what standards should they have been better? What is 
Mosca’s rationale for measuring the modern party system with a 
yardstick that he had not used on any of the older ruling classes? 
His warriors, merchants, bureaucrats had stood for some important 
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social values, as the most successful elements of various social forces. 
They had formed the nucleus of the political class, exercising or¬ 
ganized control over a unified society. In getting to the top, those 
elements established themselves as ''superior” to the vast majority. 
To ascribe their success to superior qualities would be redundant, 
unless by superiority we mean the claim of an elite to rule by right 
of moral superiority. But that in turn would imply the existence of 
some normative standard, a belief in absolute values by which to 
judge the performance of elites. And that would be a lapse into ideal¬ 
ism which the naturalist Mosca could not possibly permit himself. 

On a remarkable page he asks Plato's question, what the perfect 
government would be like. Ilis answer, given more in jest than sor¬ 
row, is that it would be the rule of "merit,” to use Mosca's term for 
virtue. No privilege of birth or wealth would be permitted to exist. 
Such a society would, of course, still be under some sort of a ruling 
class. But being based on scientific methods of selection, it could 
easily dispense with all emotional justifications for its power: it 
would govern without any "formulas.” Mosca concluded: "Unless 
events take an entirely unexpected turn, we may legitimately doubt 
that even the most distant century will ever witness such a state of 
things.” 

If this is true—and with Plato concurring we may assume that it 
is—it becomes very difficult to understand why the class of politicians 
should be treated differently from all other elites. The party orators 
and organizers, too, base their claim to pre-eminence on certain 
assets which arc being honored as superior. Deputies and bosses 
would not be where they are unless they were better at playing poli¬ 
tics than the mass of their followers. The old elites were also a motley 
crowd; their prestige was based not primarily on ethical considera¬ 
tions (although it was enhanced by personal examples of superior 
moral conduct) but on the degree to which the ruling class con¬ 
sidered as a whole fulfilled its social function satisfactorily in meeting 
the demands of communal utility. And if the "formula” used by a 
ruling class continues to exert its spell long after that class has 
outlived its usefulness, this merely means the transformation of a 
fact into a myth—a myth which takes the place of a social force no 
longer operating or of an equilibrium of social forces. 
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Now, the selection of the ruling class which dominated Mosca's 
Italy, the politicians, was conditioned by the character of the new 
all-important social force of our time, not identified by Mosca; the 
articulation of society in large-scale technological and human units. 
In the period of transition from incipient to mature industrial civili¬ 
zation, the first managers and vcrbalizcrs of mass integration met a 
need as real and essential as any which had faced the oligarchs of old. 
If the latter seem to have attained a higher level of efficiency, of 
virtuosity, of cultural refinement than can be said of our present 
Whigs and Tories, if these appear to be boors and intellectual dul¬ 
lards in comparison, might we suggest that the scope of contemporary 
govennnent has infinitely broadened, raising questions unheard of a 
century or even thirty years ago? 

Not the least of all the troubles haunting the post-liberal elites 
stems from the fact that they took over, virtually unchanged, the 
'‘formula'' of preindustrial, bourgeois society. The myth of popular 
so\’CTcignty, which had served well a middle class in its fight against 
feudal privilege, had now to be adapted to the fact of the new masses. 
Ill their service, it would give a moral seal even to activities directed 
against the very essence of the dogma, which, if anything, implietl 
the prevalence of the collective over all particular class interests. 
What stumped our author was precisely this new use of the unitary 
principle in favor of what, to him, was a mere particular. 'Unis he 
could censure the discrepancy between creed and performance, the 
sharj) contradiction between the proclaimed faith in strong central 
govennnent and the disruptive impact on thal govcmnicnt by ])arty 
pluralism. Thus he could attribute to the democratic system itself 
all the failings of a transitory period which is always marked by cru¬ 
dity and fumbling. In the eyes of those who grew up in a stable 
society, the level of civilization appears dangerously lowered; they 
see cverjwhcrc "mediocrity." The future looks disreputable, as the 
present is fast wearing out the forms of yesterday. Things seem to 
move too rapidly nowhere. And so our author fails to recognize the 
parliamentary elite for what it actually was: expression, in the dis¬ 
guise of the liberal tradition, of new social values for which the 
appropriate forms had not yet been found. And since he could not 
see, and approve of, these novel values, he confused them with their 
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necessarily imperfect articulation. These imperfections he absolutized 
and blamed upon democracy, confusing a mere symptom with the 
cause. In taking the low standards of emerging mass society to be 
definilive, he came close, more than close, to measuring them by the 
very standards which should have no place in his pragmatic survey 
of historical elites. 

Not daring to go forward, Mosca of necessity turns back and takes 
what today would amount to the neo-conservative view. For a mo¬ 
ment he becomes quite panicky and rejects his own theory, accord¬ 
ing to which the appearance of new social forces calls for a revision 
of the “formula.” Since he refuses independent status to the working 
classes—to him they were only mobs misled by demagogues—he 
could see no need to change the sole formula his country had adopted 
as the seal of nationhood: hereditary monarchy. And so he proclaims 
on a note of frenzy: “First of all, the political formula now in force 
must not be tampered with. To advocate the abolition of our mon¬ 
archy is to incite the masses to... insubordination against the es¬ 
tablished order.” 

Hardly did he then suspect that there would be a day when the 
Italian king would lend the formula of monarchy to the Caesarian 
leader of one party and thus sanction what to Mosca was the very 
contradiction of the ancient formula: the rule of the plebeian dema¬ 
gogue. 


The Social Question 

And yet, some deeper urge, some half-acknowlcdgcd doubt com¬ 
pels the author to lean over and to probe the lower depths of his 
society. Proposals for the cure of the political disease which he has 
diagnosed will always remain foremost in his mind, but he is equally 
convinced that the reform of politics must go together with a thor¬ 
ough study of the social question. Not himself a member of the 
wealthy classes, Mosca is acutely conscious of the misery in which 
large sections of his country live: 

Onr plebeians arc among the poorest and most wretched of all Europe, 
in particular our rural population which lives in conditions of appalling 
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squalor. In the twenty-three years sinec our nation achieved unity, their 
lot, far from improving, has to some extent grown worse 

And so he turns, for the last fifteen pages of the work, his full 
attention to the various theories and programs of reform or revolu¬ 
tion. Our author finds no merit in the radical proposals of the social¬ 
ists and anarchists. Familiar only (at that time) with the more 
vulgar form of proletarian agitation promising equalit)’ for all, and 
unable to see how there could ever be, in this world, a society with¬ 
out some ruling class, Mosca rejects the notion of a classless future 
as an idle dream which is not even beautiful, for the awakening from 
it, if the experiment should ever be attempted, would be horrible 
and possibly “the end of civilization itself.” 

He will never budge from that position; in his view the social rev¬ 
olutions of our time arc merely reproductions of the pattern he dis¬ 
covered in the antique city. I’hc upheaval of the poor against the 
rich can only lead to plunder and destruction, never to a reconstruc¬ 
tion of society along new lines. Not for Gaetano Mosca the distinc¬ 
tion which Max Weber draws between old-fashioned and modern 
industrial capitalism, nor that which Sorcl makes between the revolts 
of the eternal poor and modern class warfare.*-^*''* What he later heard 
of Russian Bolshevism only confirmed his worst fears about the nega¬ 
tive, merely destructive character of revolutions and prevented him 
from studying the newly risen proletarian ruling class as a superb 
example of his own elitist theory. 

Having turned dow'ii the two radical solutions, Mosca as emphati¬ 
cally rejects the proposal to do nothing. He has nothing but scorn 
for the advocates of laissez fairc. The idea that, if only government 
would cease to interfere, ‘'the economic order would ... lead auto¬ 
matically to fairest distribution of wealth among the various classes” 
—that idea is to Mosca's mind no less utopian than the proletarian 
panacea. Liberty indeed! He exclaims: “Yes, the kind of liberty such 
as the fish in the sea and the birds in the air enjoy, the big fish eating 
the small and tlie falcon pouncing on tlic sparrow...” These die- 
hards of liberalism are not even consistent, for they veto economic 
intcrv’cntion even in a case where the old order would collapse “un¬ 
less it is maintained by bayonets.” 
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Economic nonintervention is predicated on political and military 
intervention. 

Having ruled out the suggestions of the extreme left and right, 
Mosca goes on to explore a third alternative. It is the one now more 
or less adopted in the West of moderate state intervention. Tlie 
community is actively engaged in organizing the just distribution of 
wealth “in a calm and orderly but energetic fashion.” 

Mosca secs at once the cardinal objection to that method. Since 
the political class still represents, if not exclusively then in the main, 
the interests of property, “wealth, even though no longer a legal pre¬ 
requisite of power, remains the de facto criterion.” Tlie question 
then arises: can the ruling rich be expected to act against their own 
interest and to make concessions to the poor? Tlie answer would 
have to be no, if the political class were indeed, as Marx held, nothing 
more than the “executive committee” of the wealthy bourgeoisie. 
However—and here Mosca can employ his study of elites to great 
advantage—the new element of “merit” has already greatly changed 
the composition of the ruling group. The educated of all classes and 
professions have been joining it in steadily increasing numbers. “They 
will become more and more important, and not merely in the legal 
but also in the material sense. In the end, no single office of signifi¬ 
cance will remain open to the ignoramus.” 

So there is hope that “the slow crisis of the present time” will bring 
about “a reconstruction of the ruling class on an improved founda¬ 
tion.” Wc may see a new elite “accessible to those among the 
poorer classes who have demonstrated extraordinary qualities of char¬ 
acter as well as talent.” Not only has the modern tendency toward 
more and better education assumed the proportion of extreme “poli¬ 
tical importance ... the redistribution of public offices and intellec¬ 
tual services will make itself felt also economically: knowledge will 
be at a premium, and give its possessors affluence, prestige, and 
power.” 

This, then, would be the elite in which “superior culture will be 
obligatory and the influence of education decisive.” No more the 
monopoly of wealth because, being “wide open to the sons of all 
social classes,” the new ruling class “is not likely to set its sights so 
low... as to subordinate the actions of the government to the inter 
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ests of the great capitalists and landowners.” How, Mosca asks, 
could the capitalist and landowner groups, never very large, “prevail 
over the vast majority of independent and high state officials of supe¬ 
rior culture?” Being satisfied that culture would remain the winner 
in the contest, Mosca launches into a most eloquent and moving 
peroration, which reveals his final hope and with it, strength and 
weakness of a mind divided by conflicting aims: 

If there is any social class prepared to set aside, if only for a while, the 
pri\'atc interest, and able to perceive the coininon good with the detach¬ 
ment needed, it is certainly the one which, thanks to its exacting intel¬ 
lectual training, has what should make for nobility of character, for broad 
horizons and for enlarged faculties ... of foresight and prevention: that 
class, and that class alone will freely sacrifice a present good in order to 
avert a future evil 


Pax Platonica? 

At first sight, the ease which the author makes for his elite of edu¬ 
cated men seems plausible enough. In making his surprising plea for 
a Platonic social peace and thereby, in a complete about-face, his 
peace with Plato, Mosca does not just imagine things. I’lic rule of 
tlie intelligentsia was distinctly “in the air” wlicn the Teorica was 
being written. What he foresaw has since come true: the Platonic 
sage, in the disguise of the trained expert, has established himself, 
by a process of slow infiltration, as the type on whom executives as 
well as legislators have to lean and depend. 

To the extent, then, that he posits a political class penneated by 
college-trained specialists, Mosca has identified a veritable trend. 
Blit he goes further. 

llie disturbing factor in the passage quoted is not its loud special 
pleading. Surely Mosca speaks for his own class, the literati. lie, for 
one, was soon to enter government. From all we know, he served, 
within the limitations of his time and up bringing, with exemplary 
statesmanship, the perfect model of his postulated cultured and dis¬ 
interested ruling class. 

But what made him believe that the educated, once arrived on the 
scene in full force, would really control the government? lliat he 
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could only hope for but not prove. But even that hope is, unfor¬ 
tunately, inconsistent with his own assumptions as developed in the 
text of the Teorica and later. 

Why should the wealthy oligarchs no longer be the dominating 
influence in Mosca’s future ruling class? He answers that the edu¬ 
cated elements would be in the majority. But since when arc, in 
Mosca's book, majorities the masters, and minorities their servants? 
Docs his First Law suddenly pertain to the relationship between 
elites and masses only, while inoperative within the elite itself? Have 
we not been instructed that the few can organize more easily than the 
majority? 

'l o this our author could reply that the intelligentsia in the ruling 
class, though the majority, would still not be so numerous as to be¬ 
come unmanageable and unable to unite in action. lie might add 
that even if wealth were to control the whole upper stratum of the 
ruling class, with the intelligentsia confined to the second layer, the 
rule would still hold good that the former utterly depends upon the 
latter. 

This we may grant. But there remains a further difficulty to resolve. 

Why should the educated leaders act in a disinterested manner, 
why should they be the impartial arbiters between the classes? 
Mosca's argument that they would acquire affluence because their 
talents would be at a preiniuin may be turned against him at this 
point. For which is the more likely outcome: that the intellectuals, 
having added lucre to their luster, once in power will retain their 
previous social outlook, or that they will change it and adopt the 
attitudes and interests of the class to which they have graduated? 
All available evidence points to the second alternative.-® To dismiss 
it or, as Mosca docs, to ignore the whole problem of class assimila¬ 
tion, is to leave the world of probability and to enter utopia—the very 
utopia so firmly renounced by the scientist Mosca. Having started 
out with an analysis of social facts, he ends up as a moralist, appeal¬ 
ing from an imperfect to a more perfect human race. I’hc mclioris- 
tic belief of the eighteenth ecnlury defeats the positivist of the nine¬ 
teenth. We who have to face life in the h\’cnticth will sympathize 
with the two Moseas, without being able to resolve the conflict. If 
the prophet of the truly disinterested ruling class should ever come 
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into his own, the theorist of the elite which rules for its own good 
first and for the good of the people afterwards will stand corrected 
—by his alter ego. 

He must have had an inkling that the end of his work does not 
bear out the beginning, for the tone of the last pages becomes almost 
suppliant, even if we allow something for the natural dramatic elo¬ 
quence of the Italian language. ‘'If we wish reform to be successful,” 
Mosca pleads, “we must now start in earnest.'' In his eagerness, he 
even forgets his animadversions on democracy. If it had been a 
“lie” to say that the majority could ever rule, how can he now accuse 
the political class heatedly that, notwithstanding all its talk about 
equality and liberty, it “still retains its exclusiveness in forms and 
habits”? 30 

This is strange. For after all, the ruling class has done no more 
than what a ruling class would do. It has been using the mechanics 
of the democratic process in the interest of its own preservation. 
Call this a perversion of democracy, it still would not be a perver¬ 
sion of the rules by which elites live and let live. 'Tlie democratically 
chosen leaders may be ineffective and mediocre, but it is precisely 
that mediocrity and ineffectiveness which, so far, liavc prevented any 
drastic change of the existing social order. 

Tliis would seem to be the logical conclusion from all Mosca lias 
been saying in his work—so far. But now he urges change, tlic leaders 
ought to change, or else a revolution will sweep them aside. “We 
play with fire,” Mosca warns us; we can hear tlic masses stir uneasily, 
but we continue to talk, talk about reform. Traditional society still 
seems secure, the great explosion still far off. “But watch out, when 
the time is ripe, a single match will light it!” 

Rereading these apocalyptic lines when he prepared a new edition 
of the work two decades later, in the third year of the bascist era, 
Mosca felt the need for toning down the gloomy prophecy by adding 
a short postscript saying that those lines had after all been written 
long ago.32 But actually, he did not take back anything. lie still held 
that the reformer ought to aim at “the true, real renewal of the whole 
political class ... in such a way as to eliminate, to the extent humanly 
possible, all irresponsible and arbitrary kinds of action by one indi¬ 
vidual or groups of individuals.” 
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Did he think of Mussolini and his self-styled elite of plebeian 
bullies? In 1925 , when he had already published the two volumes of 
his Elementi, Mosca could well say of the Teorica not only that it 
had been written long ago, but also that it had been written in an¬ 
other country. 



Part Two; Maturity 
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A GOVERNMENT OF LAW 


After the Teorica, Gaetano Mosca did not publish anything of 
the same scope or interest for the next dozen years. I’hat is not to 
say tliat what he wrote during that period has no merit; one book 
whicli he began did in fact continue the line of investigation traced 
in 1884 , but with the stress on constitutional and legal factors, 'llie 
work, which remained a fragment, docs, however, bear upon our 
study insofar as it foreshadows one of Mosca's later master concepts, 
the idea of “juridical defense.^' * 

llie work in which that notion was developed in its final version 
first appeared in 1896 . It was not yet the book now known in khiglish- 
speaking countries as The Ruling Class, for it included only eleven 
of the seventeen chapters well known to all students of recent politi¬ 
cal thought. The American editor, the late Arthur Livingston, merged 
into one volume two books published twenty-seven years apart. 'Ilic 
work of 1896 was complete in itself; there is no evidence that Mosca 
at the time thought otherwise. The second volume, added to a new 
edition of the first in 1923 , was, as the author states in the new pref- 
aec, written “during the last two, three years,'' hence shortly after 
World War 1. It reflects the need to bring a work which antedates 
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that cataclysm by twenty years in line with the new, radically altered 
situation. The choice before the author, then in his sixties, was to 
rewrite the old text completely or, at the risk of being repetitious, to 
incorporate his recent findings into a new, supplementary extension, 
leaving the first part intact. Mosca chose the second solution and 
published the work in two distinct volumes.^ 

To dwell on these details may be what Arthur Livingston, in his 
introduction, called “systematic literalism,^' and since his arrange¬ 
ment of the text was made with Mosca's full approval, tliere seems 
nothing left but to accept it as it stands. However, this being an essay 
in intellectual biography, we propose to keep apart what even Living¬ 
ston's great editorial art could not make one. Ilis annoyance with the 
Italian edition of 1923 , which “shows two books moving side by side, 
one as text, the other as notes, with a third book added as a tail that 
is sometimes inclined to wag the dog" is understandable.** But his 
own version is no less confusing to the English or American reader. 
What shall we think of an author who, in Chapter XII, starts all 
over again, bringing up the subject matter of his Chapter I a second 
time? Surely a translation published in one volume but in two dis¬ 
tinct parts might have done no harm to Gaetano Mosca's Anglo- 
Saxon reputation. 

A word about the English title. Here the editor received little help 
from the author. Livingston refers to the original work as the “Ele¬ 
ments.” Clearly, “hhements of Political Science," as a faithful render¬ 
ing of the original, would not have done. Besides, the English “ele¬ 
ments” docs not convey the sharper thrust of the Italian, elementi. 
“The Main Elements” or “Fundamentals" or “Essentials" might 
have come closer to expressing the sense of the original, at the price 
of sounding ponderous and colorless. “The Ruling Class" is, of 
course, the incomparably better title. It is also misleading. 

It has caused many readers, this one not excluded, to examine the 
book in the light of the specific thcor)* suggested by the haiglish title, 
and to look for nothing else. When we discover that the work is many 
other things besides, that the analysis of the elite, far from being 
sustained systematically, is embedded in a treatise about politics in 
general (in the Aristotelian sense), the effect is one of baffled irrita¬ 
tion. In our disappointment wc arc apt to blame the author, who. 
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unfortunately, like so many authors, is not ver\^ helpful as a guide 
when questioned about the direction of his work. Thus, speaking of 
Rousseau in one of the first chapters, he states as his own major aim 
the refutation of democracy and not, as we would think, the demon¬ 
stration of the ruling class.^ 

The first victim of his own brilliant misnomer was Arthur Living¬ 
ston himself. lie chose, of all places, his own essay introducing 
Gaetano Mosca to America to compare him, rather harshly, to an¬ 
other writer, also edited by Arthur Livingston, Pareto. Mosca receives 
credit for some brilliant hunches and approximations, but it is Pareto 
who transforms those hunches into a coherent system. What remains 
with Mosca, mere “shrewd intuition,” blossoms into the Paretian 
“inastcrlv” and “scientific study” of elites. Yet the same Livingston 
accuses the detractors of Pareto of “limiting the question of Pareto's 
indebtedness to Mosca to consideration of the concept of the ruling 
class. Really... Pareto holds in view all the major positions of 
Mosca ..Ill other words: Pareto’s indebtedness to Mosca is not 
confined to the theory of the elite, but 1 heartily agree with Livingston 
wlien he says that the whole question of indebtedness is “irrelevant.” 
And it is only fair to add that my remarks arc in no way meant to 
detract from his great merit as the American discoverer and editor of 
Mosca's work.*''’ 

Comparison of Elementi and Tcoricci 

If oiir contention is correct that the Teorica already contains all 
or most of tlie ideas which the author will develop, more elaborately 
and more elegantly, in The Ruling Class, then the comparatively 
])ricfcr treatiiieiit of a book available to Anglo-Saxon readers requires 
no excuse. Still, a few words of orientation seem to be in order. 
Mosca, like his great competitor Pareto, was no systematic writer. 
The organization of The Ruling Class leaves much to be desired, and 
that is not merely true of the whole composition, as has been already 
noted, but of the constituent parts. There is hardly a chapter into 
which the multilndc of associations and the wealth of Mosca’s erudi¬ 
tion do not crowd, and sometimes they overcrowd the major issues. 
Our attempt to hack a straight path through the thicket will mean 
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saerificing many a good tree and vista. If the result will make for 
greater elarity, it also will make the work appear mueh the poorer. 
And Gaetano Mosca is anything but an intelleetual miser. 

Tlie first chapter, clearly introductory, establishes the method of 
procedure. Mosca does not even try to evoke the impression of an 
author in quest of the proper methodology; his mind is already made 
up: he sees no cause for changing the view already expressed in the 
Teorica. So his treatment of diverging theories emphasizing factors 
of environment or race instead of the historical approach preferred 
by him is more or less perfunctory, an act of duty rather than of 
intellectual curiosity. Some of his most important predecessors are 
not treated at all in the chapter but just hinted at and shunted into 
later chapters.® We shall meet them there. However, one remark 
critical of Darwin is worth quoting here. In one of his most memora¬ 
ble formulations, Mosca says: 

llic struggle for existence has been confused with the struggle for pre^ 
eminence which is... far more conspicuous... Competition between in¬ 
dividuals of every social unit is focused upon higher position, wealth, 
authority, control... F.vcn in the lower classes every individual in the 
long run gets a loaf of bread and a mate, though the bread be more or 
less dark and hardened and the mate more or less unattractive and un¬ 
desirable.^ 

This passage calls to mind another author. The name of Friedrich 
Nietzsche is not mentioned in the Elementi or in any other major 
work of Gaetano Mosca, with the exception of the very late Storia 
(Idle dotlriue politidie, where Nietzsche is briefly discussed on pages 
^34-37. But in 1882 appeared that writer's Frohliche Wissemchaft, 
in which we find the following remarks about Darwinism: 

To seek self-preservation merely, is the expression of a state of distress, 
or of limitation of the true, fundamental instinct of life, which aims at 
the extension of power ... Tlic struggle for existence is only an exception, 
a tcmporaiy' restriction of the will to live; the struggle, be it great or small, 
turns evciy'wherc on predominance, on increase and expansion, on power, 
in conformity to the will to power, which is just the will to livc.^ 

The similarity is striking but almost certainly a mere coincidence. 

Ending his methodological tour dliorizon, the author comes to 
the conclusion that the historical approach is the only one to promise 
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solid results. lie briefly reviews some objections to it and finds them 
all wanting in merit. If Montesquieu fails to convince us altogether, 
it is not because his environmental historicism was essentially at 
fault, but because he did not have enough facts at his disposal. 

But what about the reliability of those historic facts? Is not all 
tradition highly questionable? Not so. We must distinguish between 
gossip, anecdotes, and docunientcd data. Scientific histor)' is possible: 
“The real safeguard against... error lies in knowing how to lift one's 
judgment above the beliefs and opinions which arc current in one's 
time or peculiar to the social or national tjpe to which one be¬ 
longs." “ It is easy to sec why the leading Italian philosopher of the 
period could not agree with a viewpoint so different from his own 
interpretation of history as an art, as the creative rc-cnactmcnt of 
the past in the contemporary mind of the historian. If Benedetto 
Croce could still, on the whole, endorse the work of Gaetano Mosca, 
that was possible because he found “iiiuch sturdy common sense" 
in it, enough to overcome the drawbacks of a, in his own view, faulty 
methodology.^^* In writing these kind words, the great philosopher 
hardly expected that the older man would mend his ways. In that 
he was right: Mosca never reconsidered his positivistic method. As 
late as 1923, the same year in which Croce published his benevolent 
critique, our author wrote, in the first chapter of the second E/c- 
menti: 

It is a question, after all. of using tlie proccclure that is so much used 
in the natural sciences... If it should be objected that it is difficult, and 
we might add, virtually impossible, to make experiments in cases where 
social phenomena are involved, one might answer that history, statisties, 
and economics have by now gathered such a great store of experimental 
data that enough are available to permit us to begin our search.'' 

If one considers certain recent tendencies in political science, it 
would seem not only that the old man is not out of date but that 
he is in the van of progress. According to the distinguished Italo- 
Ainerican scholar Rcn/.o Screno, one of tlic pioneers in our particular 
field of interest: 

Mosca was kccnlv interested in American political thought, much more 
so than most continental scholars of his time... He was greatly pleased 
with C. E. Merriam's American Political Theories and American Political 
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Ideas and was extremely interested in the approach of Harold Lasswell, 
which appealed to him because it involved social disciplines and points 
which he deemed most important to the development of a study of poli¬ 
tics—psychology and positive scientific systems.*- 

The second chapter, which gave the translator the title to the 
book, in the original called 'The Political Class,” contains only ten 
pages, as against three times as many in the comparable Chapter I 
of the Teorica. Everything is carved to the bone now, but the splen¬ 
did formulations of the older work appear again, as we already know, 
with hardly a word changed. Society is still divided between the or¬ 
ganized minority, called the political class, and the majority of sim¬ 
ple citizens. Within the dominant group we find, as before, two 
layers of authority, a small circle around the "head of the state” and, 
under it, the larger, second stratum without which no ordered gov¬ 
ernment is possible. Even if that second group could be eliminated 
by the sovereign, "he would at once be forced to create another sueh 
class.” Minority rule equally asserts itself if the old ruling class falls 
victim to a revolution of the discontented masses. In sueh ease, 
"there would have to be another organized minority within the 
masses themselves to discharge the funetions of a ruling elass.” 
Politieal ehange thus may take the form of a renewal or of a displace¬ 
ment of elites, but the essential diialistic notion of society (the rulers 
versus the ruled) and the narrow definition of the political class as 
the group in actual charge of government are still maintained in their 
original rigidity. 

"^TIic intimation, therefore, that two ruling classes might very well 
co-exist within one and the same society comes almost as a shock 
when it is made two chapters later in the Elementi. When the dis¬ 
tance between ruled and rulers has become too great: 

As a consequence of their isolation, within the lower classes another 
ruling class, or directing minority, necessarily forms, and often this new 
class is antagonistic to the class that holds possession of the legal govern¬ 
ment. When this class of plebeian leaders is well organized it may seri¬ 
ously embarrass an official government.^'* 

This is the first appearance of the counter-elite. To say, as Mosca 
does, that it must "necessarily"' form is to assert the wisdom of hind¬ 
sight. Rome had her plebeian elite; in other societies the plebeian 
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classes were denied the ehanee of organizing their own aristocracies. 
But we must be grateful for this liberalization of the ruling class 
concept. It was a first step in the direction later taken so spectacularly 
by Pareto. Mosca needed twenty more years to broaden his view of 
the elite sufficiently to include both the ‘‘ins'' and “outs.” (Sec Chap¬ 
ter 8.) 

When Mosca wrote the first part of the Elementi, it was the stabil¬ 
ity inherent in all ruling classes which struck him more forcibly than 
the factor of social mobility. And so he wrote: “all political forces 
seem to possess a quality that in physics used to be called the force 
of inertia.” 

Now the democratic principle seems, on the surface of it, to upset 
that principle of stasis. But it does so only in appearance; in reality 
there is something which may be called the parliamentary' law of 
heredity: “In the English, French and Italian parliaments we fre- 
qucntly sec the sons, grandsons, brothers, nephews and sons-in-law 
of members and deputies, exmembers and cxdcputics.” In allowing 
for a parliamentary elite, the author here fails to mention its medioc¬ 
rity, but he will return to the fray in later chapters. 

'riie third chapter briefly states the concept of the “political 
formula'' and at once turns for evidence to history, as Mosca had 
done once before in the Teorica. But here he soon deserts the beaten 
path to indulge in an argument with Ludwig Gumplowicz. Since 
the political formula is an expression of group consciousness, the 
question of how to explain the latter arises. Mosca has a set of an¬ 
swers ready, three in all. 

h’irst we arc told that “individuals who belong to one... group 
arc held together by a consciousness of common brotherhood and 
held apart from other groups by passions and tendencies that arc 
more or less antagonistic and mutually repellent.'' But to say that 
people cling together because they belong to one group and not to 
another explains only one of the two major tcndeneics which Mosca 
notes on the next page: “the tendency that every social type mani¬ 
fests to consolidate into a single political organism,'' and the tend¬ 
ency, characteristic of a later, more complex stage of civilization, “to 
divide into separate and almost always rival, political organisms.'' 
And even the first tendency toward close social integration “prevailed 
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only sporadically’’ under conditions of primitive isolation which 
should have strengthened it. Mosca cites as proof Confucian feudal 
China and the frequent fragmentation of old Egypt into “individual 
nomes” and, occasionally, “separate kingdoms.” 

Integration, then, would not be typical of early stages of civiliza¬ 
tion, and differentiation no prerogative of late, advanced societies. 
Wc still do not know what, according to the author, makes for group 
cohesion. It seems that he himself despaired of giving a convincing 
explanation. In a later chapter (VII), he is satisfied that men form 
into mutually exclusive groups because of a mysterious urge of hu¬ 
man nature: “Buflon reports that if a certain number of stags are 
shut up in a park, they will inevitably divide into two herds which 
will always be in conflict with each other. An instinct of very much 
the same sort seems to make its influence felt among men.” Man is 
by nature a pugnacious animal, but even as such “remains a social 
animal.” It is precisely his agonistic instinct that will drive him 
“into groups, each group made up of leaders and followers” who will 
be “conscious of a special brotherhood ...” 

What have we here? A “law of human nature,” the desire to 
(|uarrel and to fight, which in turn makes us look for allies, for pro¬ 
tection. Ilcncc the group; it is no longer an originally given datum 
but a consequence. But that would be sheer Hobbes, a mechanistic, 
individualistic explanation of society, which is repugnant to our 
author. So he hastens to pair off the agonistic with the opposed ele¬ 
ment: the social instinct. People fight in groups and live in peace— 
except “sporadically”—with the other members of their own group.^® 
This view reduces war, all wars between groups, be they races, na¬ 
tions, or classes, to a simple emanation of the will to fight. The 
author docs not ask himself what these fights are about. And that 
refusal to acknowledge that men may not simply war on one another 
for war’s sake (which may be so), but that they may fight wars in 
pursuit of some definite objectives such as conquest of another group 
and its possessions—that reluctance on the part of Mosca to consider 
war as a means to something else besides the satisfaction of an 
instinct, rather than as an end, has its good reason. For the author’s 
formulations merely paraphrase what Gumplowicz calls “syngenism.” 
But the Austrian sociologist applies that term in a way unacceptable 
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to Mosea: group cohesion and hostility between groups are seen as 
the effect of power conflicts; all phenomena of integration and differ¬ 
entiation, among states as well as classes, are based on the fact of 
conquest. And since Mosca, as we know, had decided long ago that 
ruling classes exist even where external conquest could not be as¬ 
serted, Gumplowicz was of no use to him. He had to be rejected 
root and branch. Gumplowicz' emphasis on an initial racial conquest 
made Mosca’s emancipation from the teacher (to whom he owed, 
after Saint-Simon, his own conception of the ruling class) relatively 
easy. 

But our author made it too easy for himself when he represented 
Gumplowicz as a crude racialist. He knew that this charactcriz;ition 
was unfair, and his short reference to the work of his predecessor fails 
to do him justice. Gumplowicz did not claim more than that the 
racial factor w'as a starting point, the first cementing influence which 
later on gives way to others, cultural and economic. The two races 
of the conquerors and conquered merge, become one nation with a 
common consciousness in which the memories of racial cleavage are 
transformed into, and absorbed by, the new rationale of class.''* To 
Mosca this must have appeared as some sort of biological Marxism, 
the acceptance of which would have placed him ominously close to 
the ver\' system he wanted to disprove. And so we end up with find¬ 
ing the erratic block of “syngenism" in Mosca's workshop; what had 
been a capstone in another structure has become mere ornament. 


Social and National Type 

The term, “social forces,” so important in the parallel chapter 
of the Tcoricd, docs not occur yet (it will be introduced rather late, 
in connection with the new, still more important concept of “juridi¬ 
cal defense” in the fifth chapter of The Ruling Class). In its place, 
the author interjects another dualism; to the distinction between 
dominant minority and iTilcd majority is added that between the 
social and the national type. Historically, it appears with the three 
world religions. Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam. These engender 
supcrnational societies whose social boundaries cut across the existing 
class frontiers. Mosca describes the resulting dichotomy of the two 
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types, tlic social and the national, in terms almost suggesting Toyn¬ 
bee's theory of the ‘‘internal and external proletariats.” It is a fruitful 
notion which, for instance, helps to understand how Rome could 
Romanize the Mediterranean rim with such case: with the exception 
of the Jews, the conquerors met no “resistance of hostile, exclusive 
and strongly organized religions.” The later conflict between God 
and Caesar is presented with a wealth of detail and insight that we 
did not find in the I'eorica. The struggle between medieval church 
and state is brought into much sharper focus, though again without 
the slightest attempt to apply the theory of the elite to that great 
contest. Only indirectly docs that theory assert itself when Mosca 
tries to size up the comparative strength of the national and social 
types of culture: “When there is a more or less masked antagonism 
between a doctrine, or a creed, that aspires to universality, and the 
sentiments and traditions that support the particularism of a state, 
what is realty essential is that those sentiments and traditions should 
be really vigorous, that they should also be bound up with many 
material interests...” If a sufficiently strong part of the ruling class 
reflects those sentiments and interests and is, “in addition ... soundly 
organized, it can resist all the religious or doctrinary currents ...” 

'Ihis is a most intriguing view, suggesting at once the successful de¬ 
fense which France, under Philip the Fair, put up against the imperial 
claims of the eighth Boniface. But it remains an oversimplified view, 
even if we disregard the fact that prior to that victory of “particular¬ 
ism” over imiversalism, the contest had been between two regimes 
aspiring to imiversalily; the Holy Roman Kmpirc no less than the 
Holy See stood for a supernational idea. More important, taken at 
his word, Mosea would seem to say that the French triumph over the 
curia showed the superiority of the “parochial,” national type in a 
test of strength with the religious social type. But Philip won that 
test precisely because he had on his side at least a part of the French 
clergy. I’he split between the tw’O camps went right through the 
Gallican church itself, just as the earlier war to the finish between 
papal centralism and the anarchy of the lords secular and their Ger¬ 
manic emperor had placed the issue squarely into the laps of the 
church nobility, which was materially as closely wedded to the feudal 
system as it was, in spiritual respect, bound to the monarch in the 
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Vatican. The same internal conflict rent of course the other camp; 
the vassals of the Emperor, too, were torn between their spiritual 
and secular allegiances, with the former still exerting the stronger 
pull. Mosca’s second dualism is again too simple to account for the 
complexities of history. 

More helpful is another typological distinction which the author 
introduces at this point. Rather suddenly, we arc informed that tlicrc 
arc ‘'two types into which ... all political organisms may be classi¬ 
fied.'’ They arc identical with the two struggling forces of our last 
example. 


The Feudal and the Bureaucratic Type 

A feudal organism is, of course, one in which power is widely scat¬ 
tered, and, more precisely, one “in which all the executive functions 
of society—the economic, the judicial, the administrative, the mili- 
taiy—are exercised simultaneously by the same individuals," whereas 
the concentration of most but not necessarily all executive functions 
in a central government, with duties highly particnlari/.cd, is one of 
the characteristics of the bureaucratic state. Even more important 
are the ways by which the central power utilizes the resources of 
society, 'riicrc can be no bureaucratic government unless it can reach 
and tax all subjects directly, and that need makes the destruction of 
all intermediary, small sovereignties imperative. Once the power to 
tax has become the undisputed and effective weapon of the one and 
only sovereign, everything else follows as a matter of course; the 
cicalion of a large, directly controlled military force and a “more or 
less extensive" civil service. (The author docs not put it quite that 
wav because he is, at this point, interested in evolving a typology of 
the end j)roduct rather than in the historic evolution of the bureau¬ 
cratic system.) 

Mosca makes several important siibdistinctions: in feudalism, sov¬ 
ereignty is dispersed among a plurality of persons, but each of those 
persons exercises all the functions of control. In the national state, 
sovereignty is concentrated in one point, but the control functions 
arc dispersed among a plurality of officeholders. However, “bureau¬ 
cratic organization need not necessarily be centralized"; it goes often 
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hand in hand with decentralization and a “very liberal provincial 
autonomy.” 

Because in the feudal system control mechanisms are practically non¬ 
existent on a national level, the feudal state ''demands much energy 
and a great sense of statemanship in the man, or men, who stand on 
the top rung of the social ladder.” His or their death frequently 
means the lapse of the whole organism into anarchy. On the other 
hand, "the personal qualities of the supreme leader exert relatively 
little influence on the destinies of a bureaucratic state.” The Italian 
original speaks more concisely of the durata, the duration, or stability 
of bureaucratic government {FAementi, ist cd., p. 128 ). The latter 
has more staying power than its feudal counterpart. 

At this point the author’s argument takes a surprising and, be it 
added, highly convincing turn. We would expect him to dwell, as is 
popularly done, on the relative rigidity of bureaucratic organisms. 
Mosca on the contrary lays stress on their great flexibility: 

A society that is bureaucratically organized may retain its freedom even 
if it repudiates an old political formula and adopts a new one, or even if 
it subjects its social type to very far-reaching modifications. I’his was the 
case with the Roman l^mpirc. It survived the adoption of Christianity 
in the West for a century and a half, and in the East for more than 
eleven centuries. So our modern nations have nearly all shifted at one 
time or another from a divine-right formula to parliamentary systems of 
government. 

Mosca docs not pursue the thought any further; he is unquestion¬ 
ably right in crediting the bureaucratically organized state with flexi¬ 
bility as well as stability, but that is not the same as saying that the 
bureaucratic organs of that state thcnischcs are flexible, in the opera¬ 
tional sense. But even as it stands, his statement will have to be 
qualified; his examples from history could be matched by others 
telling a quite different story. Not all societies of the burcaucratie 
type accomplished the ehange-over from one political formula to 
another without violent upheavals. Only if we decide to dismiss the 
cataclysm of the great French Revolution as a mere episode will the 
historical development of France, from the ancien regime down to 
the present time, reveal a continuity of bureaucratization. Tlic same 
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can be said of the Russian “great October'*: it could be called a mere 
interlude between two bureaucratic eras of Eurasian Russia. 

Mosca knows, of course, perfectly well that some illustrious socie¬ 
ties were neither of the feudal nor of the bureaucratic variety: “the 
ancient Hellenic cities and the Italian [medieval] communes arc ex¬ 
amples that flock to mind." The Roman Republic would be an addi¬ 
tional example. Why Mosca refused to introduce that type of gov¬ 
ernment as a third category is not easy to understand. He will do so 
in a later work (sec Chapter ii below); here he insists on treating 
it as a subspecies of bureaucratic society, because in his language 
the term “bureaucratic” simply means that a state has a modicum of 
central control and public services staffed with salaried employees. 
What about governments that did not meet the latter rcqiiireincnt? 
Some of them “have accomplished miracles of cncrg\' in every branch 
of luniian activity with the barest rudiments of bureaucratic organi¬ 
zation or with practically none at all.” Mosca, one notices, cannot 
concede that bureaucratic elements might be totally absent in some 
state; they must at least potentially exist, for otherwise the twofold 
sclicine would be in jeopardy. If there was “practically” no burcaiic- 
raev in the Italian and Greek city-states, that was possible only be¬ 
cause they were such “very small political organisms.” As the political 
community grows larger, the bureaucratic apparatus, too, must in¬ 
crease both in si/c and scope. Without that mechanism, the adminis¬ 
tration of “vast Iniinan organisms, spreading over huge territories and 
comprising millions and millions of individuals” would be impossible. 

How far can bureaucratization go? It is not quite clear what the 
author has in mind when he declares that “histoiy shows no instance 
of a great society in which all human activities have been completely 
bureaucratized.” If by this is meant that there was no such society, 
then Mosca would be wrong. He could of course deny that state 
the attribute of greatness. He himself refers to “the maximum devel¬ 
opment of bureaucracy in ancient Egypt” and to Diocletian's Roman 
servile state, both ending in catastrophe. In contrast, Byzantine 
Rome, Mosca's earlier example of accomplished—and successful— 
hyperburcaucratization, did not so collapse. The author docs not 
claim that the diirata of the Eastern Empire was due to its bureau- 
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cratization. But neither does he suggest any other explanation. He 
might have suggested that Byzantium lasted in spite of its bureauc¬ 
racy, lasted as long as the economic structure of its Anatolian heart¬ 
land stood the weight of administrative exactions in goods and man¬ 
power. 

States may become organizational leviathans, “but production 
itself we never see entirely bureaucratized,*' Mosca insists. Even a 
Diocletian only regulated the economy, he did not take it into state 
regie. The cited statement makes it clear that whenever Gaetano 
Mosca says “bureaucracy,” he means “state bureaucracy.” What we 
call the bureaucracy of private industry today was still beyond his 
ken. What worries him is the increasing role of the state as an owner 
and producer of public utilities and basic raw materials: “The ex¬ 
tension of bureaucratic control to the production and distribution 
of wealth as a whole would be fatal.” One wonders what would have 
been his reaction had he written his work in our day when the dis¬ 
cussion is no longer confined to the bureaucratization of the state 
but has to encompass the bureaucratization of the whole society 

Comte and Spencer 

The question Mosca docs face, or at least attempts to face at this 
specific juncture, is how far he is in agreement with those thinkers 
who preceded him in cataloguing histor)^ in terms of various “social 
types.” At least that is what we find Mosca doing at the end of the 
third chapter of The Ruling Class, to which the editor saw fit to 
transfer those parts from the sixth chapter of the F.lementi dealing 
with the schemes of Comte and Spencer. We arc anxious to learn 
Mosca*s views about the two. If our curiosity is greater with respect 
to Comte, that is bccauc of the affinity of method which our author 
shares with the Pope of Positivism. 

Tlic pages in which Mosca deals with the two fathers of sociology 
arc unsurpassed for brilliancy and wealth of critical detail by any 
other section of The Ruling Class. The student of the theory of the 
elite will be forgiven if he treats them only briefly, all the more as 
Mosca's answer to Comtism and Spcnccrism is a foregone conclu¬ 
sion. 
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Mosca has no use for Spencer, because the Englishman predicts 
that we no longer live in the coercive military phase but in the volun¬ 
tary phase of industrial society. Just like the Marxian, the Spencerian 
state is a coercive residue, bound to dissolve into a voluntary associa¬ 
tion. This is, of course, unacceptable to Mosca who believes, citing 
Aristotle as his witness, that “any political organization is both volun¬ 
tary and coercive at one and the same time..Although Mosca 
docs not say it in so many words, Spencer is wrong—he must be 
wrong because his law of evolution does, implicitly, deny the perpetu¬ 
ity of domination, Mosca’s law of the perennial ruling class. State 
and society arc not antinomies but complements; wherever they 
exist, there must be “a minority that rules and a majority that is 
ruled by the ruling minority.'' Mosca ascribes the fallacy of Spencer's 
theory to the “aprioristic" character of his “assumptions which do 
not stand the test of facts." Yet Mosca's innate fairness reasserts 
itself when he concedes that Spencer had “glimpsed a great truth. 
... If we follow not so much [his] criteria of classification as the mass 
of his incidental assertions, and especially the spirit that animates 
his work as a whole, we cannot fail to see that by a 'militant state' 
he means a slate in which juridical defense has made little progress 
and by an ‘industrial state' another type of society in which justice 
and social morality are nmcli better safeguarded." I’his is, inci¬ 
dentally, the first time that this important concept appears in The 
Ruling Class, to be explained only two chapters later. 

S]X'necr is, then, not completely wrong, because he gave Mosca 
a chance to set him right. But about Spencer’s main point our author 
remains nnconvinccd: the validity of “periodization," that is, the at¬ 
tempt to make civilization appear teleological by dividing history 
into siicccsivc, nmtiially exclusive stages of progress, first used among 
moderns by the pious Vico and transmitted, in a secularized version, 
to the nineteenth century by Condorcet. As he declares in his po¬ 
lemic against Comte: all “periods coexist—not only in one historical 
epoch and in one people, but also in one individual."^’’* It is not 
scientific to equate the “military," the “feudal," and the “industrial" 
periods with specific intellectual stages either. 'There is no truth in 
the Comtian sequence of the theological antiquity, the medieval 
metaphysics, and the scientific dawn of modern, positivist humanity. 
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‘‘In Athens as in ancient Rome, in Paris as in Berlin, in London as 
in New York, the majority of individuals were and are in the full 
midst of the theological stage, or at best in the metaphysical 
stage..On the other hand—and here Mosca anticipates a serious 
criticism against Pareto's concept of the logical—“the savage who 
sees a fetish in a plant or a stone, or who believes that his tribe's 
medicine man produces rain and makes the lightning, could not live 
in this world if he did not possess a certain amount of soundly posi¬ 
tive information." 

This is just good hard-headed common sense. Nobody will quarrel 
with the author when he states that “man is an exceedingly complex 
animal, full of contradictions." But in accusing Comte of being 
supcrlogical, Mosca forgets that he himself lias sinned in that respect 
in his Teorica where the “three stages" of the military, feudal, and 
industrial type are very much in evidence. Nor can it be said that 
they arc absent from the scheme that underlies The Ruling Class. To 
be sure, Mosca makes use of periodization with much greater subtlety 
and flexibility than either Comte or Spencer, but his whole doctrine 
of the ruling class assumes their third, industrial stage with all its 
connotations of enlightened intcllcctiialism, the existence of the 
New Clerks, and the viability of scientific, “managerial" government. 
The very doubt in Mosca's mind that scientific government is possi¬ 
ble is not the skepticism of the unbeliever, but the disappointment 
of the cx-bclicvcr. The defensive note in his dispute with Comte is 
unmistakable. Here speaks not a calm critic from a distance, but the 
former student eager to dissolve the bond which links him to the 
teachers. He will go on moving in the medium of progressivism while 
scorning progress, declaiming the rule of the political class, but with¬ 
out the missionary zeal and hope that had inspired the prophets of 
the scientific age. 


Relations Between Ruling Class and Social Typers 

The fourth chapter of The Ruling Class reads like a companion 
piece of the important second chapter. The main thesis is developed 
further and again embroidered with historical examples that illus¬ 
trate an important point but also give evidence of Mosca's strong 
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aversion for protracted abstract argument; it makes him feel like a 
fish on dry land and at the first opportunity he will relapse into the 
more familiar medium of political and social evidence, extracting 
from it, as he moves along, food for his intermittent cogitation. 

He starts out by remarking about the wont of each social type ‘'to 
concentrate into a single political organism” at the onset, and then 
to expand and spread itself abroad.^® Mosca does not, at this point, 
concern himself with group aggression as a psychological phenome¬ 
non; he takes it as a fact and looks at the results. There are two possi¬ 
bilities: complete assimilation of the conquered by the conquerors, 
or else some sort of symbiosis. When the ruling class of a state made 
up of a mixture of two social types is not exclusively recruited from 
the dominating group, “the country may be looked upon as a sick 
country that stands on the brink of serious political upheavals.” 
(Example: Turkey in the nineteenth century.) However, various 
social types may “coexist in guises more or less masked within a 
single political organism ... in countries that present all the appear¬ 
ances of strong social unity.” I’hat pseudo harmony exists where the 
political class is either unwilling or unable to transmit its formula 
to the ruled social type, (Examples of exclusion: the slaves of antiq¬ 
uity, the Indian pariahs.) The older the political formula, the moic 
likely is its chance to penetrate the lowest strata. Mosca echoes 
Machiavelli when he stresses the great unifying force of the religious 
sentiment. Whenever ruling classes could appeal to it, the moral 
unity engendered in the people was a source of often unexpected 
strength for regimes which, by all odds, should have disappeared. 

Among the forces working in the opposite direction, away from 
moral unity toward a more or less accentuated, often absolute dis- 
parit}' of social types, our author lists intellectual ferment in the 
ruling group: “when rapid flows of ideas agitate the higher classes, 
or the more active intellectual centers,... the lower classes ... arc 
likely to be left behind, and differing social types tend to form inside 
the socictv.” Since it is in the urban centers that this intellectual 
ferment as a rule develops, the rift between country and city tends 
to deepen. 

As social stratification becomes more complex, “disparities in in¬ 
tellectual cultivation and differences in language, habits and family 
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customs” will become intensified. Growing bureaucratization has the 
effect of making relations between individuals or groups of indi¬ 
viduals increasingly impersonal. That is what Mosca must mean 
when he says that '‘disparities in upbringing among the various social 
classes arc likely to become more marked in bureaucratized societies.” 
For he goes on to point out the advantages the feudal lords derived 
from their close integration into the small world controlled by them: 
“The baron knew his vassals personally. He thought and felt as they 
did...” For all his harsh and sometimes arbitrary rule, '‘he was a 
man whom they understood perfectly.... It requires utter ignoranec 
of the psychology of the lower classes not to see at once how many 
things this real familiarity based on an identical education, or lack 
of cdnca‘ion if one prefer, enables an inferior to endure and for¬ 
give ...” 

Enough has been written about the growing anonymity of social 
relations in modern society, about the tendency, because of the frus¬ 
trated urge for personalization, to create a magnified, symbolic image, 
and at last the superpower of the fathcr-Fuehrer. But, even if deper¬ 
sonalization is a necessary complement of bureaucratization, that 
process docs not necessarily lead, as Mosca suggests, to increased 
educational disparity among the various classes. Mosca's observation 
was more or less true of Europe with its older, deeper social furrows. 
In the United States the op])osite development has taken place: as 
bureaucratization has become more marked, so has the classless uni¬ 
formity of education. It has grown in width if not in depth. Social 
mobility, to be sure, has slowed down considerably even here; strati¬ 
fication has become more rigid than before. But though the Alger 
myth may no longer be potent, the American formula of social har¬ 
mony is still an operative force, thanks mainly to the leveling and 
unifying influence of democratic education. By widening the chan¬ 
nels of intelligent communication, education counteracts the tenden¬ 
cies toward exclusiveness in a society managed by “bureaucrats.” 
One might go still further and say that the bureaucratic ordering of 
things depends on the existence of a universal educational regime 
and thrives on it. If that is true—and in this country it seems to be 
true that general literacy has helped rather than impeded the centrali¬ 
zation (rationalization) process-then it may be said, pace Mosca, 
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that parity in upbringing among the various social classes is likely 
to become more marked in bureaucratized societies. Bureaucracy and 
universal education go together.^- 

However, in the world that Mosca knew, the centrifugal trends 
in mass society affected the cohesion of the ruling class unfavorably. 
More important still, among groups left unrepresented in the ruling 
class, indigenous elites could now appear to make their bid for power. 
It is at this point that Mosca, as has been remarked before, begins to 
broaden his conception of the ruling class by pointing out that “as a 
consequence of their isolation, within the lower classes another ruling 
class, or directing minority, necessarily forms.’' Kroin this “discov¬ 
ery,” the author goes on to develop his own law of elite circulation, 
almost but not quite anticipating the conclusions of Pareto: “When¬ 
ever and wherever a section of the ruling class tries to overthrow the 
legal government, whether because of conversion to a new political 
formula or for some other reason, it always seeks the support of the 
lower classes.” Or else: “the portion of the ruling class that is hold¬ 
ing power... may find its main support in the lower classes, which 
still cling loyally to old ideas and to the old social type.” 

In the first ease, the rebellious opposition inside the official ruling 
class enlists the whole, or part of, the plebeian out-elite against the 
government, while in the second ease the same rebellious in-elite 
will be defeated by a combination of the governing, conservative 
wing of the ruling class and all, or a part of, the out-elite. Mosca 
recognizes now, as he had not yet done in the Teorica, the triangular 
character of many class struggles. For if the masses arc already or¬ 
ganized by their own leaders in “widespread and fairly permanent 
associations, wbich levy assessments, administer a special justice of 
their own and have their own hierarchies of officials, their own recog¬ 
nized institutions,"’ the two competing factions of the ruling class 
will not be able to decide the issue witlioiit turning to the masses. 
But in doing so they have to deal with the plebeian leadership; the 
price for the allegiance of the masses, cheap when they did not yet 
have organizations of their own, has gone up sharply. 

There is no need to go any further to see that all the prerequisites 
for an elitist theory of “indirect democracy” arc within Mosca’s 
grasp: the struggle between dominant minorities inside and outside 
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the political class proper has the incidental effect of promoting popu¬ 
lar demands, llic democratic conquest of rights by the people may 
be a chimera, but these rights are being conquered just the same, 
only as Mosca will say, they are won by and on behalf of the ruling 
class and only indirectly benefit the people. 

lie does not say it yet; for the time being he is merely anxious to 
resolve the question: Why do ruling classes lose control? Unfortu¬ 
nately Mosca adopts Tainc's doctrine, attributing the downfall of 
the governing minority to “a decline in energy.'' 'Fhe upper classes 
become ''poorer in bold and aggressive characters" and "richer in 
'soft,' remissive individuals." That change is "the most dangerous 
among the consequences that may result from differences in social 
type between the various social classes." Mosca knew of course 
that the closed or the open character of the elite had something to 
do with that loss in energy: "A ruling class is the more prone to fall 
into errors ... the more closed it is, actually if not legally, to elements 
rising from the lower classes." 

Precisely why the exclusion of new elements should cause the 
change from a "bold" into a "soft" ruling class the author docs not 
say. For him the cleavage between the minority in power and the 
masses is essentially a difference of social types and not of psychologi¬ 
cally distinct dispositions. The decline of the elite Mosca accredits 
to the absence, and not to the presence, of new elements in it. The 
ruling class degenerates, it loses character, but it is not basically 
altered. Yet, the terms "bold" and "soft” almost suggest Pareto's 
archetypes: the lion and the fox. But the traffic between the two 
genera is not yet spelled out in terms of elitist circulation. 


Juridical Defense 

This important concept has already made its brief and rather fur¬ 
tive entrance earlier (see p. 139 ). Developing it fully, Chapter Five 
becomes the core of the first Elementi and the author's most signifi¬ 
cant addition to the groundwork laid in the Teorica. 

Wc know already that the dominant minority will always try to 
justify its rule by some attractive rationale. I’hc "formula" will rep¬ 
resent, or make a pretext of representing, the popular consensus 
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about what is just. And that consensus will in turn reflect the level 
of morality as it exists in a particular community at any given time. 

Mosca feels that “we might very well dispense with defining the 
moral sense. It is something we all feel and understand.” But his 
sense of duty prevails, so he reviews two contrasting schools of 
thought (the followers of Buckle, who denied all moral progress, arc 
compared with the selectionists who held that evolution favored the 
most altruistically inclined individuals) and rejects them both. Ilis 
own position Mosca states in these well-guarded terms: 

We have so far carefully avoided, it will be noted, any speculation as 
to the origins of the moral or altruistic instincts. Kor our purposes here, 
it is sufficient to observe that they are innate in man and necessary to 
social living. It will further be noted that oiir view is contrary to the 
doctrine of Rousseau, that man is good by nature but that society makes 
him wicked and perverse. We believe that social organization provides 
for the reciprocal restraint of human individuals by one another and so 
makes them better, not by destroying their wicked instincts, but by ac¬ 
customing them to controlling their wicked instincts.*'*** 

One secs that the genealogy of morals is not Mosca's business. 
What matters to him are “the social mechanisms that regulate this 
disciplining of the moral sense.” They “constitute what wc call ‘jurid¬ 
ical defense.' ” The degree of its perfection is determined by “the 
organization that establishes the character of tlic relations between 
the governing class and the governed and between the various levels 
and various sections of the ruling class.” 

Juridical defense exists where there is “honest government... truly 
liberal in Guicciardini's sense of the term.” And Mosca lovingly cites 
the Florentine’s definition of political liberty as “a prevalence of 
law and public decrees over the appetites of particular men.” Ilis 
favorite writer also characterized honest government as one which 
guarantees “that property will be protected.” 

Now, many writers, in the great tradition that originates with 
Aristotle and runs through Polybius and Cicero to Locke and Mon¬ 
tesquieu have advocated, as the best protection of “life, liberty and 
estate” a mixed form of government—mostly in conjunction with a 
separation of powers. Mosca has no quarrel with that school, except 
that it has, in his view, placed an exaggerated trust in the mere me- 
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chanics of government and “often forgotten that if one political 
institution is to be an effective curb upon the activity of another it 
must represent a political force.” Mosca is quite specific about the 
conditions which that force will have to meet in order to be an effec¬ 
tive force: it must be “the organized expression of a social influence 
and a social authority that has some standing in the community, as 
against the forces that arc expressed in the political institution that is 
to be controlled.” 

'rins is just a tiny bit confusing. On first reading, one has the im¬ 
pression that the force which is supposed to curb the “political insti¬ 
tution” is to be some public body, parties, economic associations, 
churches, or the like—in brief, society, or part of it, versus the state. 
Blit that Is not what Mosca means, at least not at this moment, for 
he speaks in the next breath of “certain parliamentary monarchies,” 
where “in spite of the letter of constitutions and fundamental char¬ 
ters, we see heads of states... becoming powerless to counterbalance 
the influence of elective assemblies.” How can this happen? Because 
these assemblies “actually comprise within themselves a considerable 
body of capacities, interests, ambitions and energies.” Tliey represent, 
in other words, the “social forces,” and these forces arc organized 
as an official branch of government. Mosca reiterates the same thing 
in reverse when he refers to “senates and upper houses ... made up 
of pensioned officials, deputies and assemblymen ... along with a 
few rich men whose vanities the ministries have found it expedient to 
flatter. Such bodies, therefore, do not offer adequate fields cither 
for aggressive minds or for ambitious talents. They do not represent 
importanl social forces.” But they are of no importance siniplv be¬ 
cause mind and talent have found another place, within government. 
1’hercfore, those ceremonial upper houses “have easily been relegated 
to subordinate positions by lower houses that arc functioning at their 
sides.” 

Up to now it seems that the power equilibrium is achieved by 
forees legally entrenched within the government—a view slightly 
more realistic than, but not so drastically different from, the tradi¬ 
tional interpretation of mixed government. Mosca only repeats in 
a more elaborate way Montesquieu’s “Tout scroit perdu si le mcme 
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honime, on Ic nicmc corps des principaux on dcs nobles, ou du 
peiiple, cxercoient ccs trois pouvoirs^v]^cn he declares: 

The absolute prcponclcranee of a single political force, the predomi¬ 
nance of any over-simplified concept in the organization of the state, the 
strictly logical aj^plication of any single principle in all public law arc 
the essential elements in any type of despotism, whether it be a despotism 
based upon divine right or a despotism based ostensibly on popular sov¬ 
ereignty .. 

The separation of powers in itself is no assurance against cither 
incnacc unless each branch of the government is controlled by an¬ 
other social force. But Montesquieu, to quote the late h'ranz Neu¬ 
mann, “was not completely blind to this objection, because he, 
indeed, although inadequately, related the three powers to social 
groups, 'lb him the monarch ... represented social interests different 
from those of the legislature; the legislature, in turn, composed of 
two houses, was to represent the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie 
respectively; while the judiciary... was to represent cvcrj'body, and 
hence nobody ..“ 

But Mosca docs not merely echo Montesquieu. Step by step, he 
now extends the concept of the separation of powers beyond the 
boundaries of governmental institutions, 'lb ensure juridical defense, 
“the prime and most essential requisite is that the secular and ecclesi¬ 
astical powers shall be separated.'' For no system that admits only 
one truth can tolerate debate and inodcration.^^ 

We may pause for a nioincnt to consider whether that is neces¬ 
sarily so. 'riicre is no logical necessity for ajuating philosophical 
with political absolutism. 'Lhc two will more often than not concur, 
but that is not the same as saying tliat they arc identical. A convic¬ 
tion, absolutely held, say, of the sanctity of human life may not 
indeed inevitably make us tolerant and understanding of our fellow 
man, but if it fails to have such an effect, the blame can certainly 
not be attributed to the intensity or absoluteness of the moral code 
enjoining tolerance, love, and humility. In the same way, philosophi 
cal relativism is not necessarily conducive to behavior usually asso¬ 
ciated with the liberal or democratic way of life. You may be, or 
think of yourself as, a political relativist and yet be prone to invoking 
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the coercive power of the state whenever, say, your notion of tolera¬ 
tion seems to be offended by the forces of intolerance. In that case, 
philosophical relativism would tend to become indistinguishable 
from political absolutism. One might go further and assert that a 
society with an empiricist or relativist formula will be most sorely 
tempted to invoke, in times of stress, the help of absolutist methods 
precisely because social cohesion cannot, in a civilization believing 
in tentative, experimental truths only, be taken for granted. On the 
other hand, a social system based on absolutely held and promulgated 
values may well afford tolerance in individual cases as long as the 
general need for conformity remains unquestioned.'*® 

The second and third most important requisites which guarantee 
juridical defense “are to be found in the way in which wealth is dis¬ 
tributed in a society and in the way in which military forces are 
organized.” When the monopoly of wealth is fused with the monop¬ 
oly of arms, then “we get despotism in its worst form—namely a 
barbarous and primitive system of government that has the instru¬ 
ments of an advanced civilization at its disposal, a yoke of iron... 
which is very hard to break...” No matter whether the wealth of 
the nation is still in the hands of a small plutocratic group or already 
expropriated and administered by government officials, in each case 
“political power and control of economic production and distribution 
are irrevocably delegated to ... the same persons,” who “become the 
arbiters of the fortunes and welfare of all, and we get a more power¬ 
ful oligarchy, a more all-embracing ‘racket' [in the original: camorra], 
than has ever been seen in a society of advanced civilization.” 


Mosca and the U.S.A. 

In a special note attached to the third edition of the Elementi, 
published in 1939 , Mosca refers to Russian Communism (but not 
to Italian Fascism, for obvious reasons) as the classic example of his 
prophecy of 1896 come true.**® 

But the same tyranny, Mosca believes, could have a democratic 
origin: “One of the most important reasons for the decline of the 
parliamentar}^ system is the relatively huge number of offices, con¬ 
tracts for public works and other favors ... which the governing class 
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is in a position to distribute ..This way, the power concentration 
works through the corrupting influence of patronage. This may sound 
like a sly dig at the United States where the spoils system was after 
all still flourishing when Mosca wrote. But he shows more respect 
for this country than his strong bias against all things democratic 
would lead us to believe. He grants, for instance, that ‘'as an organ 
of juridical defense the American presidency is far superior to the 
cabinets in the parliamentary countries of Europe,” the reason being 
of course that the president has more security of tenure than any 
prime minister, in addition to having more power. Mosca adds that 
the same applies, to some extent, to the state governors. 

But having said that much, he gets a firm grip on himself and 
states that “the formal perfection of mechanism in federal and state 
governments has only to an extent made up for a defect which is 
fundamental in the whole political and administrative system of the 
American Union ...” Equal and universal suffrage is that evil thing. 
As a result, “a single class of electors now casts its votes in all elec¬ 
tions ... Tlic same electoral clique chooses federal and local authori¬ 
ties ... Under this system, in other words, all the powers that should 
balance and supplement each other emanate from a single caucus or 
electoral committee.” Although he nowhere mentions him, our au¬ 
thor might have endorsed, in a general way, the grand principles of 
John Calhoun. In the United States Mosca saw “the inability of a 
democracy to control and limit itself.” Mosca would apply to us 
his general remark: 

When a system of political organization is based upon a single absolute 
principle, so that the whole political class is organized after a single j^at- 
tern, it is difficult for all social forces to participate in public life, and 
more difficult still for any one force to counterbalance another. 

And likewise the following statement: “The checks which burcauc 
racy and democracy can enforce upon themselves and which arc ap¬ 
plied through the agency of other bureaucrats or elected officials arc 
always inadequate.” He is very emphatic on this point; near the 
end of the first FAementi, he repeats: 

Because of a constant, flagrant and manufactured contradiction be¬ 
tween the duty and the interest of the man wlui governs, and of the man 
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who should judge and limit governmental action, the bureaucracy and the 
elective elements, which should control and balance each other, end by 
corrupting and denaturing each other.-'^- 

The impression that the "'early middle” Mosca of the first part of 
the Elernenti would like to see the demise of this "eorrupted” and 
“denatured” system is, however, ineorreet. Contrary to what he had 
proelaimed in the Teoricdy he now finds that representative demoe- 
raey has something to recommend it after all. lie has real praise for 
“the public discussion that takes place within representative assem¬ 
blies” and calls it “the real juridical safeguard.” The existence of “a 
small independent minority” among all the “disparate political forces 
and elements” that make their way into those assemblies happens 
“often enough to control the conduct of a large majority, and, espe¬ 
cially, to prevent the bureaucratic organization from becoming om¬ 
nipotent.” 

Again, the author feels that he has said too much, and adds: “But 
when, beyond being organs of discussing and publicizing, assemblies 
come to concentrate all the prestige and power of legitimate author¬ 
ity in their own hands, as regularly happens in parliamentary govern¬ 
ments, then ... the whole administrative and judiciary machine falls 
prey to the irresponsible and anonymous tyranny of those who win 
in the elections.” 

lliis time the author indicates in a note that he has France in 
mind. Yet, he is for that reason not a Vichyite before Petain. He 
knows that “under the conditions that prevail at present in society, 
the suppression of representative assemblies would inevitably be 
followed by a type of regime that is commonly called absolute.” 
Since that remark occurs iii a context free from any reference to 
socialism, it is difficult to sec how the Italian reader of the second 
and third editions of the Elernenti (1923 and 1939) could have 
thought of any other than the “absolute” regime to which he was 
subjected in those years, nor how he could have failed to miss the 
thrust of the remark “that the defects of parliamentary assemblies 
... arc merest trifles as compared with the harm that would inevita¬ 
bly result from abolishing them or stripping them of their influ¬ 
ence.” 
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Power Against Power? 

Knowing what he wrote before, and how he still feels about parlia¬ 
ments and democratie demagogues, we follow the whole tortuous 
argument that takes place in the author's mind and soul with an 
ironie sadness not iinmixed with admiration for his honesty, as when 
he writes, repeating over and over again the same phrases: “It can¬ 
not be denied that the representative system provides a way for many 
different soeial forces to participate in the political system and, there¬ 
fore, to balance and limit the influence of other social forces and the 
influences of bureaucracy in particular." He is going to deny that 
possibility two pages later in a passage which we have already cpiotcd. 
At this point, however, Mosca wavers. If the democratic process, and 
that process alone, gives the guarantee for a just balance of the social 
forces, then that ground alone might make acceptable the odious 
doctrine of popular sovereignty, ‘iiowever clearly wc might realize 
that [its ideas and sentiments] have a very slim basis in scientific 
fact." 

In the end, the conscciucnccs of democracy prove to be far too 
many for the author to accept, and on the second to the last page of 
the first edition of the Elementi Mosca once more reverts to his tra¬ 
ditional hostility—perhaps because he once more eyes the dreaded 
“spectrum that haunts Europe": “In the world in which wc are liv¬ 
ing, socialism will be arrested only if a realistic political science suc¬ 
ceeds in demolishing the metaphysical and o|)tiinistic methods that 
prevail at present in social studies ..." Socialism and democracy arc 
children of the same nefarious spirit—an argument which would be 
heard more plangcntly outside the academic halls two decades later. 

Inside those halls, “d whole metaphysical system must he met with 
a whole sciejitific system” Mosca exclaims, and the italics are his 
own. The antiscicntific influence of Marxism must be destroyed, and 
that is only possible if the critique is widened to include the supposi¬ 
tions of the democratic mother creed. Walter Lippmann and, with 
a strong reservation as to “metaphysical," Professor Eric Voegelin, 
who would substitute his own term, “gnostic," might give plaudits 
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to Mosca's pronunciamenlo, \Vc might follow suit, but not until we 
had a second look at Mosca's doctrine of juridical defense. As it 
stands in the first part of the Elementi, it is hardly the bold scientific 
break from the tradition which the author and some of his recent 
readers made it out to be.*"’” 

Our list of Mosca's passages relating to juridical defense may seem 
exaggeratedly redundant. However, there is purpose in the repetition. 
A plethora of evidence may provide some insurance against the 
temptation to read more into the text than is there. 

As usual, we discover not one but two Moscas, one a pluralist, the 
other cherishing throughout his life a unitary notion of society. Tlie 
pluralistic argument is summed up admirably in the final chapter of 
the first part of the Elementi. In the ideal case—and we know that, 
in Mosca's view, the liberal regimes of the past century came close 
to realizing the ideal—'‘the individual and collective will of the men 
who have held power in their hands has been curbed and balanced 
by other men, who have occupied positions of absolute independence 
and have had no common interests with those whom they have had 
to curb and balance.” As yet, those independent forces are not 
taken to be independent in the sense that they assert their counter¬ 
power, or to use David Riesman’s happy phrase, their “veto power” 
against the encroachments of competitors acting cither in isolation, 
or combining with some other groups, but themselves not necessarily 
represented in the actual government. This is a later phase in the 
slow evolution of our author’s thinking. Mosca’s final notion of the 
mling class docs include Riesman’s “veto group” conception and 
thus would not seem to justify the general contempt with which 
that most inspiring writer treats the doctrine of the ruling class.®* 

“A multitude of political forces” is then the “necessary, nay in¬ 
dispensable” condition for that equilibrium which is, in turn, con¬ 
ducive to juridical defense, due process of law, the enjoyment of full 
civil freedom. Taken at face value, this is political pluralism. “Only 
power can control power”—that is the scientific law, the Machiavel¬ 
lian message which Professor Burnham has discovered in the work 
of Gaetano Mosca.*‘” And there is indeed much to make that reading 
a convincing one. Law, justice are no manna from heaven but the 
formal recognition and normalization of demands backed up by 
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social power; governmental policy is the natural resultant of the com¬ 
promise and tenuous reconciliation of conflicting interests. Seen in 
this light, the demarcation line of civil rights will sway with the in¬ 
creasing or decreasing strength of the contending groups. The gauge 
of what the author calls juridical defense, in other words, will be 
determined not by notions of morality endemic in a certain social 
system, but by power. 

Clearly, Mosca was not satisfied with a doctrine of equilibrium 
depending on the constitutional mechanics only; hence his criticism 
of the separation-of-powers theory'; hence his inclusion of all or most 
social forces into government, until he had discovered those “posi¬ 
tions of absolute independence,’* from which alone, he thought, the 
battle of juridical defense could be fought adequately. 

However, much as Mosca insists on the “multitude of political 
forces** to ensure variety, he always insists, and with equal if not 
greater emphasis, that the political class must stand for the principle 
of social unity, 'Iliat class will be successful only and as long as it 
reflects such a principle. '1*0 some extent, homogeneity may be in¬ 
duced by social and political manipulation from above—but only 
to some extent. “If the dispassionate study of the past can tell us 
anything, it tells us... that it is difficult to modify very appreciably 
the mean moral level of a whole people of long-standing civilization, 
and that the influence that one type of social organization or another 
can exert in that direction is certainly far less powerful than the radi¬ 
cals of our day imagine.’’ 

An interpretation which would leave the state at the mercy of each 
power fluctuation, a theory of equilibrium which must be labeled 
mechanistic even though the framework has been widened to include 
all social forces of society-such a theory makes nonsense of all the 
assumptions on which Mosca ba.sed his other doctrine, that of 
the “political formula.” For those who did forget what it implies, the 
basic unity of moral notions which all formulas must satisfy, the 
author restates his convictions in the very chapter in which he ex¬ 
plains the meaning of juridical defense: “Now, public opinion, reli¬ 
gion, law, and the whole social mechanism that enforces observance 
of the law, arc expressions of the mass conscience.. .’”rhc Ilmncan 
character of this statement becomes even clearer when we hear that 
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generally mass conscience ''is dispassionate and disinterested as 
against the one, or the few, whose perception of what is just and 
honest is clouded at the given moment by the violence of selfish 
impulses/' 

The notion of what is to be regarded as "just and honest” may be 
different in different civilizations, but there is no question in the 
author's mind that there is always some consensus about the pro¬ 
prieties of social and political morality. In a mature civilization, 
"moral instincts—and for that matter selfish passions—become more 
refined.” It is on that basis that deliberate, directed moral progress 
becomes possible: "In a society in which political organization has 
made great progress, moral discipline is itself unquestionably 
greater.. 

We do not wish to stretch the point by saying that the author, 
unable to square his pluralistic with his unitary notions, tried to over¬ 
come the difficulty by subordinating the former to the latter. Rather 
he follows custom and assumes interdependence between the two 
principles. Pareto alone of his generation was consistently a pluralist 
when he declared that "human socict)' is heterogeneous. The theol¬ 
ogy of equality denies that fact.. 

A pluralist and relativist could not have placed his hoix: in a disin¬ 
terested class of people such as Mosca postulated. Public morality, 
the expression of mass conscience, calls for personalization in terms 
of the doctrine of the ruling class. So Mosca is only consistent when 
he says: 

A society is best placed to develop a relatively perfect political organi¬ 
zation when it contains a large class of people whose economic position 
is virtually independent ... and who have sufficient means to be able to 
devote a portion of their time to perfecting their culture and acquiring 
that interest in the public weal—tliat aristocratic spirit, we arc almost 
tempted to say—which alone can induce people to sene their country 
with no other satisfactions than those that come from individual pride 
and self respect. 

Plato haunts these lines with their assumption of "the public 
weal,” but otherwise Mosca's disinterested class reminds us very 
much of Aristotle's middle class. Our author nods agreement when 
he states that "in all countries that ever have been, or now are, in the 
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lead as regards juridical defense—or liberty, as it is commonly called 
—such a class has been prominent.” lie provides a long list: there 
was, in Rome, the “teeming plebs of small property owners,” there 
was “England’s numerous gentr},” once made up of “moderately 
rich landowners,” and now of “moderately rich businessmen.” The 
British ruling class derives from that group its “best elements.” And 
Mosca docs not forget the United States: here, too, there “has been, 
and there still is such a class.” 

The disinterestedness of all those classes may be questioned, but 
not the fact that the economic climate of the middle class was favor¬ 
able to the rise of that “aristocratic” public-mindcdiicss that makes 
for civic greatness. 

It was the tragedy of Gaetano Mosca that he lived to sec the dis¬ 
solution of that solid middle class in Europe. In a postscript added 
to the third edition of the Elementi^ he states sadly that in the wake 
of the [r’irst W’^orld] war, almost all the luiropean middle classes 
were “if not destroyed, then decimated.” I’lic introduction of the 
general suffrage only hastened that development in his own Italy. 
Worse still, “the parties of the extreme left arc led by members of 
the middle and lower middle clas.scs.” Part of the bourgeois elite, 
Mosca wants to say, deserted their own class, and hardly from a 
sense of public diity.^^’’' 

At the end of the first FAemeiiti, Mosca's hope for a disinterested 
class is nothing more than a nostalgic dream. 



7 

PROGRESS REPORT 


For an intimate glimpse of the writer and man who was Gaetano 
Mosca, one has to turn to his minor writings. There can be seen the 
Ciceronian ''force, clarity and elegance'' that the American editor 
of The Ruling Class so justly praises.^ Gone is the occasional self- 
consciousness of the main works, in which the scholar, plodding 
through huge masses of material, sometimes seems to frown on the 
impatient and bold other Mosca who is the originator of a new idea. 
It is as if his mind had rid itself of a great burden in those shorter 
pieces; he is frankly, unabashedly a journalist in the tradition of the 
Latin countries, a tradition that permits the scholar to debate the 
issues of the day without tarnishing his academic reputation in the 
least. 

Ntosca's output in that genre, editorials, reminiscences of public 
figures, book reviews, is a testimonial to the untiring creative urge 
which marked the—often lengthy—periods between major produc¬ 
tions. He did not write these occasional pieces in order to relax, to 
let off steam, or to change the subject. Sooner or later in most of 
them he reverted somehow to the subject, the idee fixe of his scholarly 
existence: the problem of the ruling class. Some of his most felicitous 
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clarifications of that subject can be found precisely in those writings 
ostensibly devoted to another topic, and some signal advances in the 
elaboration of the doctrine were accomplished here where he could, 
and was obliged to, speak his mind with the conciseness that goes 
with the journalistic limitations of space and time. 

He is almost a different person in these concentrated exercises: his 
Southern vivacity sparkles with a sly, dry humor; one can almost see 
him twinkle after some particularly telling thrust of his foil-like pen. 
And in how many different ways could he wield it! Chietano Mosca 
was a fighter, but also a wry diplomatist for whom war is a means 
and not an end; a man quite capable of making enemies, but some¬ 
how ending up by being friends with even the most sullen foe. Only 
once did Mosca battle in the real spirit of vendetta: that was when 
the Marquess Pareto crossed his path without saluting him. (See 
Chapter 8.) 


'I’he Liberals and 'Mie Vatican 

It was in 1897 that another nobleman, the Prince di Belmonte 
Granito, raised a question which was heatedly debated among Italy's 
outstanding economic writers. Twenty-seven years had passed since 
the Savoyan king had taken the Holy City by force of arms, but the 
impasse between the two Romes was as severe as ever. I’he particular 
argument of the Prince was of a kind to create considerable embar¬ 
rassment in the liberal camp. How, asked the Catholic gentleman of 
the scholars in the distinguished Gioruale degU ecoiioinisti, how 
can you attack the government for intervening in the economic affairs 
of the country? How can you Liberals declaim for laisscz fairc while 
at the same time praising the same government for intervening in the 
business of the Church? 'Phis is a Catholic nation, but you will not 
permit that education be administered by Catliolics. The Church has 
large property interests, but so far not a single Liberal has been in 
favor of free enterprise whenever the Church wanted to dispose 
freely of its own holdings. Will you deny that you are inconsistent?^ 

No greater insult was imaginable, and the battle, at once joined 
by the editors of the journal, was a dubious one. The hard-pressed 
editor-in-chief no doubt accepted eagerly the helping hand of his old 
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friend and academic colleague, Gaetano Mosca, and sent Mosca s 
long open letter to him to the printers. '‘My dear De Viti'' the missile 
began, and the note of intimacy and cordiality is sustained through¬ 
out the text, which duly appeared in the journal, ostensibly a rebuttal 
of the clerical-mindcd Prince. But friend De Viti must have published 
Mosca's contribution with somewhat mixed feelings. For the author 
of the Elementi, which had barely hit the bookstalls, took from the 
first a strange, very strange, tack for an avowed Liberal. Even today's 
reader, hardly familiar with the atmospheric problems of fin-de-si^cle 
Italy, cannot suppress his admiration for the nimblencss with which 
our author manages to straddle the issue without in the least appear¬ 
ing a trimmer. Having secured a sufficient freedom of maneuver, 
Mosca puts his forces through a series of gyrations until they are 
finally deployed in something like the oblique battle order of the 
second Frederick of Prussia. The effect is stunning: the free traders 
as well as the Papal Guards arc nowhere to be seen; the field belongs 
exclusively to Gaetano Mosca. And when he is done, his flag, un¬ 
furled, displays the Liberal colors—with some shadings of his own, 
to be sure—but Liberal just the same. The trade winds still blow 
freely, and the lay state protects free thought by restraining the in¬ 
tolerant religions of the day, the old one of the Catholics as well as 
the new secular religion of the Marxists. These two have to be re¬ 
strained, for everybody knows “that the great majority of teachers in 
Italian elementary schools are either socialists or priests.” The small, 
frail flame of scientific truth must be carefully nursed by an impartial 
government, acting, it would seem, on behalf of an infinitely small 
minority of Mosca Liberals. The fear that knowledge might become 
subjected to regimentation is unwarranted: “we have state universi¬ 
ties in Italy, but there exists no science of the state.” ® The author 
docs not add “‘unfortunately”; but when all is said, when the new 
positive state is proclaimed, the state which has the duty to remove 
the obstacles to intellectual freedom, the new science of the state 
has been once more revealed to us. Behind the scaffold of classical 
liberalism appears, visible as never before, the state of Gaetano 
Mosca. 

Once again “our Guicciardini” is invoked: political liberty is the 
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prevalence of the law over the appetites of “particular people/' Who 
are they? 

They are the ruling class. 

But this is obviously not the political class Mosca wants to see in 
power: “For my part I should add to Guicciardini's definition that, 
if there is to be liberty', not only must the will of governors and gov 
erned—and that of the fonner in particular, since they have grcatci 
opportunity to sin—be subject to the laws, but these laws themselves 
must not owe their existence to the powerful appetites of particular 
people..As an example Mosca mentions “certain custom tariffs” 
representing special interests and not, as they should, the collective 
good. The latter is not to be understood as the result of any “felicifie 
calculus,” blit rather as the sum of notions for which Mosca chooses 
the term “common sentiment.” Social morality, in other words, is 
not the product of one class, the ruling class, but of all classes: of 
socictv. 'Hiis definition reminds one of the late and no longer la¬ 
mented Joseph Stalin's famous statement about language being the 
creation not of one class but of “all the classes,” only applied, as he 
did not yet dare to apply it, to ethics, and to socio political ethics in 
particular.^ 

As if this were not clear enough, our author adds explieitly that, in 
a liberal society at least, “law ought to be the emanation of the con¬ 
science of an epoch and a people; it ought to eonform to those rules 
which all of us, as dispassionate, disinterested, well informed judges 
of the ease in question, would considei just and equitable.” 

And there is much more in that vein: “those countries arc con¬ 
sidered to be the most liberal where there is public discussion of gov¬ 
ernmental policies, where representative organs of the people partici¬ 
pate in the making of the laws and sec to it, if not always efficiently, 
that these laws correspond to the general interests and sentimenis 
and arc not violated by those who stand at the apex of the power 
pyramid.” And, we arc told, “the freest country in that sense, is, as 
most people know. Great Britain.” 

All this will not cause any crowds to riot in the streets with joy. In 
fact, we would not bother quoting any of these passages from any 
other author, since they arc the liberal cliches. But coming from 
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Mosca, these sentiments are eminently quotable. They do not at all 
sound like the tough-minded, ‘‘realistie” Mosca of some recent com¬ 
mentators. To them, Mosca's conclusion that political freedom, '‘ac¬ 
cording to Guicciardini and myself, means justice and morality in 
the relations between ruled and rulers*' will be news, and unwelcome 
news at that.** This is not Mosca's fault. He had already in the Ele- 
menti stated his position rather clearly: all social morality conforms, 
in a broad sense, to the “calm passion” of Hume's sympathetic ob¬ 
server, who takes “the party of humankind against vice and dis¬ 
order.” ® But that party by no means speaks with a “still, small voice,” 
as Hume would have it. Our own earlier remark about “the infinitely 
small minority of Mosca Liberals” was rather rash, because in Mosca's 
view it is the great majority of people who “in the generality of cases 
arc disinterested and, therefore, less likely to have their sense of 
equity and justice obscured by passion ...” Apparently, they are not, 
after all, so likely to be misled by a Catholic or Socialist intelli¬ 
gentsia. 

Mosca has some friendly words to say about the classical separation 
of powers: a well-thought-out system of checks and balances will, he 
believes, help to make government as a whole less oppressive. How¬ 
ever, since “all state power is based on some directing force,” the 
indispensable prerequisite of freedom, we arc told once more, is “that 
there be in society a innltiplicity of such directing forces ... None of 
these hierarchies must be in a position of absolute superiority to any 
other,” and for that end “they should all stand in a relationship of 
mutual independence ... and be organized in such a way as to effec¬ 
tively control each other.” Such a state of affairs will he possible only 
“where a society has reached a certain level of civilization.” ^ 

What all this amounts to is that the original clear-cut distinction 
between llie Few and The Many, Rulers and Ruled, already toned 
down in the first Elementiy is progressively disintegrating. The domi¬ 
nant minority still perforins an important function, but it no longer 
performs it exclusively. For, we are told, “the modern state is not, as 
some imagine, an entity removed from the rest of society, its friend 
and protector, according to one interpretation, its enemy, according 
to another... Rather the state is the organization of society proper, 
and of the various hierarchies regulating the various soeial activi- 
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tics.” * As for those social forces not officially included in the govern¬ 
mental framework, ''they too have a Taison d'etre, which is the great 
influence they do, or may, exert upon the state, since to them is en¬ 
trusted the control, the right to discuss and restrain those forces 
which do form part of the executive power.” ^ 

If we keep in mind that this free interplay of social forces takes 
its cues from a collectively accepted and created moral code, then it 
is rather difficult to sec how this so strongly Unitarian concept of 
society could e\’cr lend itself to an interpretation in which law would 
mcrclv follow the diurnal, ever-shifting boundary between conflicting 
j)owcr thrusts. If there is any reader left who still believes that Gaetano 
Mosca was a theorist of Machiavellian politics, he will have to find 
evidence which seems to have eluded me. 

'I o sum up, Mosca's ruling class is, at this more advanced stage of 
liis thinking, no longer identical with the minority that dominates 
the state machinery; it is now found both inside and outside the 
govcrnincnt—it is a house divided against itself. And that division is 
precisely what prevents the state from becoming more than “the 
organization of society proper”; as long as the state is not permitted 
to become the organizer of society, all will be well in Gaetano Mosca's 
world. laberty depends on the frustration of the urge for total control 
by those who ha\c power as well as by those to whom power, or a 
share in it, is still denied. 'I’hc liberal “formula” thus understood 
would be the rationalization, in the minds of both the in- and out- 
elitcs, of that denial, a kind of self-dcnjing ordinance whose more 
or less strict observation will depend on the degree to which the 
inoial code of the eonmuniity is still the undisputed standard of all 
social action. 'Ihose who interpret Mosca\s thcoi-y of balance in a 
strictly inechanistie and pragmatic sense must necessarily start from 
the assumption that the basis for that communal agreement about 
valiies is no longer given in our modern liberal society. 

I'lic author, though refusing to concede that point, is very con¬ 
scious of the dangers threatening his freedom from three different 
directions in the shape of three “totalitarian,” all-exclusive claims to 
domination. These arc advanced by the Soc ialists, the Catholics, and 
by those heirs of bourgeois rationalism, the Freemasons. What 
eluded Mosca was the fact, now visible to n.», that his three dangers 
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were in turn only the symptoms, not the causes, of a far advanced 
decomposition. He was still to sec the triumph of totalitarian force, 
the violent, but under the conditions natural, reaction of a sick soci¬ 
ety attempting to recover unity by swallowing an overdose of it. 

Once more the forces necessary to arrest the fusion of all power 
in one group or movement are identified: “there must be a public 
opinion, a science, a press... capable of discussing freely the affairs 
of government and governors...’'But this is not enough: those 
secular forces must be joined by the spiritual force of religion; the 
Church, too, must be free to play its part safe from the encroach- 
inents of tlie lay state. Not without reason did vve say before that 
Mosca knows how to ingratiate himself with his adversaries without 
yielding any ground. The Prince di Belmonte Granito, while not mak¬ 
ing headway with our author in the question of material independ¬ 
ence of the Vatican from government control, receives a free and un¬ 
expected gift in form of religious freedom. “And to hear this,'' Mosca 
sweetly remarks in parentheses, “will please the Prince..." 

'Ihc social forces listed by the author reflect an advanced type of 
civilization in which public, as distinct from official, opinion is articu¬ 
lated by the class of people who have “merit." They comprise the 
free professions, the skilled specialists in every way of life—in short, 
the educated class. 'Phe men of science would be part of it. But in 
choosing the abstract noun science, Mosca must have had in mind 
something besides the scientific personnel, namely science as the 
modern key to man's control not only over nature but over his fellow 
man. 'Phat power more than anything must be safeguarded against 
ever being turned into a government monopoly. 

Social forces, we have learned, form their own leadership groups. 
So we should be able to spot the elites of the “free sectors'* of society. 
And what do wc, according to the author, find? Public opinion, vir¬ 
tually honeycombed with all kinds of organizations in charge of the 
mass communication media, exercising a controlling function of de¬ 
cidedly elitist character. But these communicational elites are by no 
means all free and independent agents. Some represent the interest 
of the governmental class proper; others, technically free, employ 
their influence with the electorate “not so much to control govern¬ 
ment as to buy its complicity." Tliis is not to say that public opin- 
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ion is entirely “owned” by special interests; indeed some of the most 
important news purveyors do live up to their responsibilities as honest 
brokers of the public business. But even if they were to represent the 
rule instead of the exception, public opinion in our day would still 
lack the c/scntial feature of a social force as understood by Mosca: 
the homogeneity of interests. Not really a social force in its own 
right, public opinion merely reflects other social forces, their inter¬ 
relations and antagonisms. 

I’lic same may be said of the other forces on the list, 'llicrc is no 
sc ientific class, and if there were, it too would lack the group cohesion 
which is Mosca's mark of the elite. Nor is there a managerial class 
which could maintain its independence as a social force; it is split, as 
all classes arc, into many segments, some of which will fuse with the 
political class, thereby refuting the myth of the managerial revolu¬ 
tion, while the rest, not able to identify themselves with any one 
class in particular, will gravitate toward a great variety of groups, 
thus leaving the political class free to practice the old maxim of 
divide and rule. 

This brings ns to the most important force, the economic interest. 
In the ideal liberal society, the governinent would merely be the 
arbiter, not interfering with the automatic functioning of the free 
market mechanism, except in eases of particularly gross abuse of 
sfxial ]x)wcr. This is indeed what Mosca posits. In addition, he 
seems to expect that the great economic pressure groups would vir¬ 
tuously refrain from making full use of their power. Inside govern¬ 
ment, they would not dominate; outside the government, they would 
not tr\' to bribe it. 

But Mosca himself has been telling ns that the great interests do 
govern or do bribe. Perhaps lie meant to say that the part of the 
economic force which governs is checked by another part which rc- 
mains “free” and uses its ability to bribe the government in order to 
achieve a balance of the economic forces, thereby minimizing the 
danger of totalitarian fusion. Such a situation did in fact exist in 
Germany both before World War I and afterwards, as long as the 
Republic lasted. The conflicting tariff interests of the export iiidus- 
trics on the one hand and of heavy industry on the other w'crc 
reflected in the political alignment of the bourgeois parties. 
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Unfortunately but perhaps not accidentally, our author, in this 
contribution to the economic journal, has nothing to say about the 
role of large-scale industry inside and outside government. His very 
telling remark about ‘‘buying the complicity"' of government does 
not, on the surface of it, refer to the industrial interests at all, but to 
“that part of the political class which controls the votes." 
know he has in mind the “grand electors" and the party leaders of 
his native Italy, which was not, as he wrote, too far advanced as an 
industrial country. But wc also know that in his view, “the most im¬ 
portant elements of our political class," the elected representatives, 
were in reality the creatures of those “irresponsible" and not at all 
disinterested vote collectors, who knew “how to extort as much as 
possible iiom the public power, while contributing as little as possi¬ 
ble." So even in a preindustrial society the economic forces are al¬ 
ready strong enough to control the electoral machinery, thereby 
dictating their wishes to the government though not through the 
government itself.'*’ 

What remains of the “independent" social forces (independent in 
a double sense, in that they neither bribe nor can themselves be 
bribed)? Little enough, and what remains is not too reassuring either, 
llie freedom predicated on an cquilibriimi between many freedoms 
and on what amounts to a true split within the ruling class itself 
was at best a precarious thing in Mosca's Kuropc. But the fully clari¬ 
fied conception of a governing elite contained by its nongovernmental 
coimterparts docs represent a great advance over the previous notion 
of a single, firmly integrated dominant minority. Tt is a notion, inci¬ 
dentally, which applies less to the old parliamentary democracies of 
Kuropc than to the United States, where so far the fierce competi¬ 
tion of the pressure groups has kept the struggle for predominance 
in a state of fluidity and has, as yet, not reached the stage at which 
it would be possible to speak of a consolidated ruling class. 


“The Aristocratic and the Democratic Principle" 

This is the title of another essay Mosca published during the first 
decade of this century. This time he addressed himself to an aca¬ 
demic audience. The occasion, an inaugural lecture delivered at the 
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Unnersity of Turin, colored both style and content of the learned 
paper which had, after all, something in common with the letter to 
He Viti. Again Professor Mosca had to forgo the fine points of his 
argument; since he was talking to an audience largely composed of 
undergraduates, simplicity and brevity again were of the essence. 
And again necessity was turned into an asset. Much of what the 
author has to say is already known to us. But in the mind of a true 
master the old elements tend to develop a peculiar restlessness, they 
are not content to remain in the same molds. What Pareto was to 
call the “instinct of combinations*' was surprisingly developed in our 
author who, with his strong conscr\’ative bent, should have shown a 
predilection for the “persistent aggregates,*' according to Pareto's 
scheme. But this conservative was always trying out new amalgams. 
The piece under discussion is a good example of that tendency. 'The 
Gaetano Mosca of the Elementi is still learning, still exploring ways 
to make his theory more solid, but also more flexible, and, thereby 
perhaps more acceptable to doubting minds. 

haced with a student audience, Mosca wisedy resists the temptation 
to begin with the Mgy])tians and Sumerians and starts his account of 
social and political ideas with the Creeks. We had often lu'en told 
that the “two cities’* of the polis had been populated by the vast 
majoritv of the ])oor on the one hand, and by the ininoritv of the 
rich on the other. Mosca taught us differently: both sides in that 
everlasting civil war were parts of the minority, the dominant minor¬ 
ity of the free citizens, who were united against the majoritv of slaves 
and metics. It was “the coexistence within the ruling class of political 
equality and inecinality of wealth and social status which caused 
those incessant stiuggles .. .*' ** The wealthv constituted a minority 
within the ])rivilcged minority of citizens, and tlie poor its majority, 
but if the entire polis is considered, they too still were a minority, 
though a much larger one. 'I’hc fight between the “democratic’’ poor 
— frc(|U(:ntly led by members of the wealthy elass*"*—and the “aristo¬ 
crats’* took place within one and the same group: the political class 
of the city. ’I’he civil war between democracy and aristocracy was 
simply caused by the attempt of a new ruling class to join or to re¬ 
place tlic older one. 

I’his, says the author, is the gist of “the new doctrine... in detail 
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expounded in a couple of volumes whicli have not yet been re¬ 
futed.” Indeed, the line is still essentially the same. If there is any 
change at all, it is in the direction of a further sharpening of Mosca's 
main contention. The debunking, antidemocratic aspect of the doc¬ 
trine is intensified to the point where a compromise seems utterly 
impossible. 

And yet, it is precisely the intransigence of Mosca's central argu¬ 
ment that makes it possible for him to grant peripheral concessions. 
“Very well!” he seems to mutter to himself, “I shall now yield some 
ground. But mind you. Messieurs critics, it is ground I have com¬ 
pletely occupied and conquered.” Aloud he observes that we need 
not be discouraged by his message. Full acceptance of the fact re¬ 
vealed by history that the majority can never rule and that all power 
struggles are merely disputes within the ruling class does not exclude 
‘'the possibility of gains for the majority or even the whole of soci¬ 
ety.” In fact, whenever a minority in ]:)owcr grows in stature or is 
replaced by another of superior quality, society makes progress. 
When, on the contrary, the dominant class lapses into decadence 
and no other minority stands ready with a better answer for the 
questions of the time, then the result will be stagnation or slow disin¬ 
tegration.^^ 

But all this is mere introduction to what Mosca calls “the most 
serious problem posed by the new doctrine but as yet left unre¬ 
solved.” If we accept the doctrine's major premise, namely, that a 
ruling class is both a fact and a necessity, what happens to that other, 
older doctrine which is still dear to so many? The dogma of popular 
sovereignty, the democratie gospel of majority rule—-do these stand 
irrevocably condemned? 

That seems, at first sight, to be a foregone conehision. “But we 
must distinguish: if by democracy is meant, as Rousseau believed, 
that the state must be governed by a majority of citizens, then let us 
say at once that the new anti-Aristotelian doctrine does not find it 
necessary to give battle—it simply denies the democratie principle 
on the ground that it cannot be realized in practice.” This is the 
negative part of his statement. “However,” he goes on, “if by democ- 
raey is understood de jure and de facto equal access for all to no 
matter what position in society ... then the anti-Aristotelians will say 
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neither yes nor no, but limit themselves to a study and discussion of 
the problem .. 

I’hc proponent of a new idea is not likely to apologize for over¬ 
stating it ill the excitement of discover)-; indeed our author retracts 
nothing, hut he docs make room for the admission of the democratic 
principle into his own elitist system. In the end, that move will serve 
him well, by giving the theory more subtlety and flexibility. For the 
time being, he is satisfied that the new forinulation enlarges, without 
contradicting, his previous views. 

His tentative solution tries to free the notion of the ruling class 
from its aristocratic connotation. Mosca does it by demoting the 
aristocratic as well as the democratic doctrines to verbalizations of 
tw(j principles or tendencies (he docs not yet, as in the second E/e- 
meuti, make a sharp methodological distinction between the two 
terms) which are perennially at work in ever)' society regardless of the 
constitutional arrangement. Both drives, the ''aristocratie'’ and the 
“democratic,” correspond to an innate demand of human nature. 
Man’s desire to hold on to what he has made his own, his wish to 
pass on to his descendants the advantages he has enjoyed, his con¬ 
comitant dislike of seeing these benefits and privileges cheapened by 
their being made accessible to outsiders—all these considerations en¬ 
ter the aristoc ratic tendency to limit, to exclude, to withdraw or, if 
neccssarv, to fight change with all means, fair or foul. 

The other tendency is no less natural: man’s urge to improve his 
condition, to find recognition and reward based upon merit and not 
on the accident of birth or unearned wealth—these are the main 
components of the democratic surge. Although Mosca docs not make 
the point, both tendencies can be said to be coexistent in each indi¬ 
vidual and at war with one another within one and the same indi¬ 
vidual. W hat matters to the author is that the warring tendencies 
arc cciually essential to the healthy evolution of society. If only one 
would be at work, to the exclusion of the other, the result would be 
either unmitigated anarchy or r/gor viorlis. For once Mosca gives the 
enemy the full benefit of the doubt: “'riiere still remains the future. 
As of now, it is impossible to tell whether it might not bring the 
final triumph of democracy.” Mosca adds hurriedly once more that 
democracy is not to be understood as government by the majority but 
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as the end of privilege. And once all privileges are abolished, the most 
qualified to rule would in fact have a chance to rule: “a true democ¬ 
racy would also be true aristocracy.” 

But until such a time, a balance of the two conflicting tendencies 
remains the safest and hcncc most desirable solution—even if it 
should mean tolerating some degree of social inequality. The triumph 
of collectivism would not really abolish privilege; it would destroy 
inherited wealth only to replace it by the benefits which those in 
office could bestow upon their children. Nepotism is a power that 
defies all social change. “It may well have its raison d'etre in the 
nature of things; in other words, it may be in the interest of the 
social organism.” 

The viilgar-Hcgelian character of this last statement may be open 
to attack (“what is, is rational”); it does not necessarily follow that 
the social interest must coincide with the “nature of things,” that is, 
with all and any tendencies and wishes of the human ego. We will 
have less reason to dispute this statement: 

As the democratic principle can never die, since it is indispensable to 
that continuous motion which spins human society toward its unknown 
destiny ... so it likewise stands to reason that its great antagonist will not 
die cither . . . [Aristocracy] too has a mission to fulfill in the life of the 
human race.. 

On this impartial note the author rests his case. It would be prema¬ 
ture to shout: “The case is altered!” But the tone has changed, and 
as the French say, “it’s the tone that makes the music.” As seen from 
our vantage point, the interim report on Gaetano Mosca’s intellec¬ 
tual evolution between the first and second editions of Elementi is 
favorable. 
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RIVAL AND DISCIPLE 


C^nc of Gaetano Mosca’s most attractive qualities is tlic unruffled 
(lii^nity of his demeanor toward other minds, alive or dead. Ilis dis¬ 
course with them is occasionally flavored with wry humor. At one 
occasion, in the letter written to Dc Viti, we discovered, to our de¬ 
light, a Mosca who was outright gay, gay to the point of provocation, 
of aggressiveness. But that aggressiveness was not offensive; Mosca’s 
self-assurance is usually controlled by that characteristic diffidence of 
his which shuns all rigid dogmatism as much in his own work as in 
that of others. Where he docs meet it, lie feels ill at ease but, with 
two notable exceptions, never loses his detachment. His objections 
will take an ironic rather than an angry form. 

One of the exceptions was Marx.' hor Mosca, Coininunism was 
not just another doctrine in the grand tradition of Isiiropcan radical¬ 
ism, but was a mortal threat to that tradition, the complete denial of 
the Graeco-Roman, Christian type of civilization. It was a matter 
that could not be settled by the methods of wcll-inanncrcd scholar¬ 
ship. Accordingly, our author turned polemicist, using the long sword 
rather than the scientific foil. One of Mosca’s Italian biographers, 
Mario dcllc Pianc, has observed that he never showed the least inten- 
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tion of acknowledging the moral intent of the Nfarxist '"religion.” 2 
Unlike Sorel, Mosca never treated Marx’s work as a "myth” of libera¬ 
tion but confined himself to showing it up as a false utopia. Marxism 
was an evil thing because it was inspired by hatred, not by love. In 
one of his last meditations, Mosca compares doctrines which appeal 
to the l)enevolent instincts with those which cater to malevolence: 
"Typical of the former is Christianity, Marxism of the latter.” To be 
sure, "Christianity too brought forth not only the martyr and the 
ascetic, but also the crusader and the inquisitor. Conversely, there 
arc tliose wlio will believe that Marx’s Capital represents the last 
word in science, and who at the same time abhor violence and blood¬ 
shed. Generally speaking, one may say however that the effects of a 
doctrine based on love are wholesome, and those of a doctrine based 
on hate, pernicious.”^ 

Among his contemporaries was one author for whom Mosca must 
have felt something akin to hatred. Ilis famous running feud with 
Vilfredo Pareto has already been referred to more than once. It in¬ 
volved a question of priority. Our author felt that he had been the 
first to give the doctrine of the dominant minority its modern form, 
lie found that he was forming a school. But one of his disciples had 
assumed the role of master without giving his old teacher credit for 
the inspiration. That hurt. It would have hurt anybody, even one 
whose reputation was established beyond any doubt. But it so hap¬ 
pened that Pareto’s fame cast doubt on the importance of Mosca, 
for it was Pareto’s version of the doctrine that became the celebrated 
theory of the elites, whereas comparatively few of the world fellow¬ 
ship of scholars had adopted Mosca’s term of the "political class.” 
To have one’s key discovery accredited to soniconc else, to hear it 
called by a name not your own, is an experience that is more than 
just annoying—it may poison your whole life. No wonder Gaetano 
Mosca’s dignity broke down to become indignation, some may even 
call it peevishness. For once he gave up his reserve and engaged in 
personal recrimination. 

It all began with a short reference to the unpleasant subject which, 
since it occurred in the Inaugural Address of 1902 , was widely noted.^ 
Speaking of the new, anti-Aristotelian doctrine "proclaimed for the 
first time in Italy toward the end of 1883 ” (that is, in the Teorica), 
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Mosca lists sonic authors who had arrived at similar conclusions inde¬ 
pendently (Novikov, Ammon). He goes on: “Last year, another 
Italian writer, Rensi, based a work in which he criticized direct 
democracy and the whole system of political representation explicitly 
on the scientific conception already proclaimed in Italy'' (meaning 
the one proclaimed by Mosca).® Pleased with this proof of unex¬ 
ceptional scholarship, our shock is all the greater as we learn that 
“the same thcorj^ has been adopted by Pareto in his recent work 
about The Socialist Systevis, though, unlike Rensi, the illustrious 
professor of the University of Lausanne, with strange forgetfulness, 
failed to make mention of the Italian writer who has had the good 
fortune of being the first to enunciate the doctrine now so strenu¬ 
ously propagated by Pareto.” ® 

Not content with this reprimand, our author follows it up with 
a lengthy note attached to a later page of the same paper. 'Fhere 
Pareto is accused not only of having annexed the theory of the polit¬ 
ical class but also Mosca's argument against Marx's one sided, cco- 
iiomie interpretation of history. Pareto's version, reproduced by 
Mosca, runs as follows: “The economic conditions are supposed to 
deteriiiiiie all other social phenomena: but do the latter not react 
upon the former? Hy what cause are the economic conditions them¬ 
selves determined? ... In reality, there is simply a state of mutual 
dependence between the economic and the other social factors.. 

'This sounds as if Pareto had been unaware of Lngcls' cautioning 
remark about the interaction between base and superstructure, allow¬ 
ing for the eeoiiomie element to be decisive only “in the last end.'' 
Hut Pareto knew his haigels and tried to show that all qualifications 
do not save the theory from being meaningless.^ 

Mosca eommenls thus: “Unfortunately for the professor of the 
University of Lausanne, I have preceded him once more, because the 
same idea can be found, differently worded, to be sure, in a publica¬ 
tion of mine dating back to 1897.''” 

Mosca had to wait four years for a reply. When it came, in 1906, 
he had good reason to be furious. For Pareto, in his scrappy way, had 
added insult to the injury. He chose to relegate his answer to this 
curious footnote: “Professor Mosca complains and worries very much 
if his name is not mentioned in connection with the fact that all 
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societies are governed by a small minority; he seems to think that this 
is his discovery. To satisfy him, I shall list the titles of his works, of 
which I know only the last one.” He lists the Teorica^ the Costitu- 
zioni moderne of 1887, and the first edition of the Elementi, 1896. 
“But the principle that minorities rule,” Pareto continues, “has been 
known for a long time, it is a commonplace assumption which occurs 
not merely in the works of scientists but also in writings of an ex¬ 
clusively literary character.” Samples from Pareto's list: E. Fournier, 
Uesprit des autres (1856), Balzac, Physiologic du mariage, Sumner 
Maine, Popular Government. The last-named work Pareto cites from 
its prepublication in the Quarterly Review, April 1883-85. His inten¬ 
tion is transparent: 1883 antedates Mosca's Teorica. And in conclu¬ 
sion, Gabiicl Tardc is mentioned as the author of “volumes demon¬ 
strating that the civilizing process is exclusively the work of a few 
people.” Again, much of Tarde's work had seen print before 1896, 
that is, before the publication of the Elementi, the only one of 
Mosca's works which Pareto acknowledged having rcad.'^ 


Counterattack 

The time had conic to elevate the feud from the lowly status of 
annotations to official, largc-typc warfare. Mosca sat down and wrote 
a “Short Polemic” which he published in a well-known scholarly 
review. Quoting Pareto's grudging recognition of his own existence 
in full, Mosca has this to say: 

The Marquess Pareto might have added that the fact of [minority 
control 1 has always been intuitively and implicitly known to the popular 
mind everywhere... But the Marquess is a scholar and cannot be un¬ 
familiar with the fact that... political philosophy until now was either 
not aware of that popular intuition or else in complete disagreement with 
its findings. And this was so much the case that until recently, let us say 
ten years ago, we can discover even in the writings of the same Pareto, 
who as an educated man must then have already read Balzac, Fournier, 
and Sumner Maine, no disagreement with the current doctrine of popular 
sovereignty ... and majority rule.'' 

It is a perfect tit for tat: the first part of of the Elementi had ap¬ 
peared exactly “ten years ago''--the very work that Pareto, on his 
own say, had been on familiar terms with; and its publication also 
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marks the elate before which he, Pareto, had still been expounding 
the traditional “majoritarian” doctrine. 

Mosca does not claim to be the only one to represent the new ap¬ 
proach to politics: ‘There is no lack of political scientists and sociol¬ 
ogists who base their systems on the concept of a constant prevalence 
of an aristocratic, or political class, or an elite, as it has pleased 
Pareto to call it.” Mosca docs not like that term. As he explains in 
the only substantive reference to the great rival which can be found 
in his major works, the ruling class simply included the elements 
most apt to govern, “which is not always the same as saying that 
these elements arc also intellectually and, above all, morally superior 
to the rest.” And in a note he adds: “I'hat is why the term elite, 
adopted by Pareto to designate what many years earlier we have 
called the political class, seems inexact.” 

'rhis accusation against Pareto seems unjustified. In his definition 
of elite, Pareto clearly states that it possesses “certaines qualites, 
horvics oil mauraises d'ailleurs, qui assurent Ic pouvoir.” 'I’lic quali¬ 
ties which assure the elite of power may be either good or bad, as 
long as they arc qualities of rulers, says Pareto, and that is exactly 
what, in slightly different words, Mosca claims for his political class. 

Once again our author renders homage to some of the older writers 
who preceded him in using the new method; this time he names 
I’aine and Gumplowicz. As for his own contcm|)orarics, Mosca 
grants that most of them hit on the same solution more or less spon¬ 
taneously and without knowing of each other. “'Hie only ease in 
which 1 was n( 3 t able to convince myself of that same spontaneity 
is that of l^rofcssor Pareto.” And he docs not stop at this insinua¬ 
tion, but cites the colleague for the vilest of all crimes, literarv theft: 
“Plagiarism in the social sciences cannot be as easily established as in 
literary ])roductions, because what matters most in the former is the 
concept, not the form, and it is always possible to repeat and to 
reproduce a concept by changing words around ... An educated and 
shrewd man may always introduce modifications and even add a little 
something of his own.” 

But there is one supreme test by which we may know whether or 
not an intellectual theft has been committed: “In the one case we 
can tell that a new system of ideas either has spontaneously orig- 
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inatcd or else germinated and developed by slow stages in the writer's 
mind. In the other case, the system will reveal the traces of a previous 
workout in another mind through which the [plagiarizer's] thought 
... has first traversed/' 

Tlic scene is set for the great reckoning: “When I read for the first 
time Pareto's study published in the Rivista italiana di sociologia of 
August, 1900, entitled “An Application of Sociological Theories," 
and even more so when I read his Socialist Systems, I was convinced 
at once that the Marquess Pareto had arrived at his conception of 
aristocratic or elitist rule as a result of his acquaintance with my 
notion of the political class which I had not only proclaimed but 
elaborately developed in my Elementi as well as in earlier publica¬ 
tions." Nor was he, Mosca adds, the only one to notice the coinci¬ 
dence. The similarity between political class and elite was too great 
to be a mere accident. It showed “that special, common bond which 
reveals the paternity." But even more conclusive was the fact that 
the “elite" came into being as the brain child of a mature father 
whose former intellectual conceptions would not bear out that partic¬ 
ular daughter. “lie must, therefore, have undergone some recent 
impression which resulted in a major change of mind, directing it 
toward a new set of ideas notably distinct from those which he had 
held before." 

This discovery, Mosca believed, was justification enough to “ex¬ 
pose, with sober moderation, once and for all the lack of, let us call 
it scientific courtesy on the part of Marquess Pareto..." This ex¬ 
posure Mosca made, as we already know, in his Inaugural Address, 
alluding “very briefly to the strange forgetfulness of the professor 
of the University of Lausanne." And what was the result? Pareto 
tried to confuse the issue and did so in an “insolent and rude man¬ 
ner. I take the liberty of telling him that he has not been too intelli¬ 
gent. For there will be but few who will go to the trouble of... com¬ 
paring my Elementi with Pareto's prior and succeeding works, but 
rather many who will take delight in a polemic more personal than 
scientific in character. And those know well that in this genre of 
writing, haughtiness, acrimony, and gratuitous insinuations are al¬ 
most invariably the boon companions of him who is in the wrong." 

Pareto never replied to that devastating challenge, unless the fact 
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that he did not reply can be regarded as an answer. But Pareto must 
have been uneasy because he omitted the footnote which had pro¬ 
voked Mosca's wrath from subsequent editions of the work in which 
it had appeared, the Maiiuale di cconomia politica. In the index to 
Pareto’s master work, Mind and Society, the name of Gaetano Mosea 
is conspicuously absent. But others did not remain silent, and the 
“Short Polemic” grew into an acrimonious and protracted contro- 
versv in which such an illustrious scholar as Luigi Einaudi, Mosca's 
colleague at the faculty of the University of 'Purin and, after World 
W'ar II, second President of the Italian Republic, took a prominent 
part.^*’ Other participants were De Viti dc Marco, Robert Michels, 
Rodolfo de Mattci, G. II. Bousquet (who, although Pareto’s French 
l)iographcr, regretted his author’s role in the quarrel), and Arthur 
Livingston, who, in his double role as the American editor of both 
Mosea and Pareto, found himself in a most delicate position.’^ 

'Hie debate was none too favorable for Pareto’s moral reputation, 
hut it could not change the main fact: fame continued to smile on 
Pareto, while the work of Gaetano Mosea remained the possession of 
a relativelv small if more discerning group of scholarly admirers. IIow 
profoundly Mosea must have felt the injury may be guessed from a 
letter which he wrote as late as 193S (July 5) to a friend, Renzo 
SerenoJ'' 'I’he leeiiiient ])ublished it a couple of years ago, together 
with a lucid and emphatic commentary, under the too modest title 
“Note on Gaetano Mosea.” In the moving document, our author 
once more restates the old ease against Pareto. He does it calmly, 
speaking of liimself in tlie third person. But although the heat of 
the polemic had died long ago (Pareto, after all, had been dead since 
i()2i ), Mosea has forgotten nothing, and he even adds some touches 
which had ])ie\iously been missing: “Pareto’s first publications,” he 
w rites, “were limited to the field of economies.” 'Pliey reveal “a purely 
hl'cial and demoeractie orientation. His later views appear for the 
fiisl time in August, 1900, in an article entitled *lJna applicazione 
di tcorie sociologiclw . . .” 

'I’his is the same article he had alrcadv mentioned in his “Short 
Polemic” thirty-two years earlier. But the two statements arc not 
quile identical. Previously Mosea had only remarked u])on the fact 
of having read “for the first time Pareto’s studv” of the tiiru of the 
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century; now he asserts unequivocally that the same study marks the 
beginning of Pareto's '‘new science.” The date, 1900, is decisive for 
him and will also have some relevance for my own tentative conclu¬ 
sions. 'Flic letter continues: “In 1896 Mosca, at the behest of the 
economists Maffco Pantalconi and Enrico Baroni, had sent a copy 
of the Elementi, recently published, to Pareto. Pareto however wrote 
to Baroni, berating Mosca for his reactionary ideas. After a more care¬ 
ful examination Pareto found much to be praised in these reactionary 
ideas. lie was enough impressed by them to change his point of view 
radically, as he showed in the above-mentioned article... and his 
other successive publications in the field of sociology.” 

In a postscript Mosca tries to explain why Pareto's temi “elite” has 
found so much wider acceptance than his own “political class.” He 
offers two reasons. Ilis own concept, when it first appeared, found 
the world still unready to accept the notion of minority rule. “Tlie 
term elite came to the fore when minds were ripe...” And by then 
“Pareto had already achieved an international reputation as an econ¬ 
omist, while Mosca was little known outside Italy.” 

The modesty and terseness of this record are most admirable. But 
it leaves us puzzled nonetheless. According to our author, the im¬ 
pression of his doctrine on Pareto becomes first apparent in the 
1900 essay. But Pareto's theory of the elite makes in fact its first 
tentative appearance three years earlier, in the second volume of the 
Cours (Teconomie politique of 1897. The first volume, not concerned 
with politics, had appeared the preceding year, the year of the first 
Elementi. Theoretically, it is possible that the political considera¬ 
tions in Pareto's work which appear at the very end of the Cours, 
Volume II, do represent an afterthought inspired by Mosca's work. 
Arthur Livingston considers carefully that possibility and comes, for 
technical and other reasons, to the fair conclusion that Pareto's doc¬ 
trine could not have been influenced by a book which preceded his 
own by a matter of a few months only. 

It is curious that our author, in his letter to Sereno, does not men¬ 
tion the Cours with a single word, except for saying that “Pareto 
wrote his greatest works in French (particularly the Cour d'economie 
politique) 'I'hc work cannot well have escaped the close attention 
with which he had scrutinized all of Pareto's writings of that period. 
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And yet he insists that the first statement of Pareto's new elitist dis 
pensation dates from 1900. Could it be that Mosca found no trace of 
the elite simply because that term docs not yet occur in the Coins? 
The question bears investigation. A short sunnnar\’ of the politically 
relevant pjfts of that work seems justified, as long as it is not con¬ 
strued as an attempt to add new fuel to an ancient controversy which 
is only of peripheral importance to this study. 


The First Appearanee of Pareto’s Klitc 

'Hie conception of the dominant minority is introduced in a most 
casual manner, namely, not at all. Pareto seems to take the fact for 
granted that societies arc ruled by '‘aristocracies”—he has not yet hit 
upon the term elite. But the important notion of the “circulation of 
elites” is already explicit in the very first remarks pertaining to the 
subject: “#624...'Phe aristocracies maintain themselves only by 
constant renewal and absorption of the most distinguished individuals 
from the lower classes. As a rule, all closed aristocracies deteriorate 
sliarjilv after a certain number of generations. 'That fact is of the 
greatest importance for the entire social evolution.” 

Only twenty seven pages later does Pareto treat of minority rule in 
a declaratory statement; it has nothing of the solemnity with which 
Mosca introduces his law of 'Phe Few and 'Phe Many, 'Phe Rulers 
and 'Phe Ruled. Important also is the qualification which Pareto at 
once adds to his aimouncenicnt: “#659. 'Phe differentiation of hu¬ 
man societies generally begins with the formation of an aristocratic 
class. But it constitutes only one phase of the evolution. When the 
differentiation continues, the aristocratic class loses power 
'Phis does not mean the end of minority rule, only that one aristoc¬ 
racy will be replaced, as we already heard, by elements from the 
lower (lasses. 'Phe latter are “the crucibles of the new aristocracies 
which replace the old, degenerated ones.” 'Phis process is hastened 
by the fact that in the upper strata zoological selection is less ac¬ 
tively at work, “while in the lower clas.scs Malthns’ 'positive checks’ 
arc most rigorous.” 

Phe degree of social differentiation (Mosea’s 'level of civiliza¬ 
tion”) is the sole criterion by which we should judge a social and 
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political regime. All absolutes are to be avoided: ''Despotism may be 
tantamount to progress if it results in differentiating an anarchically 
homogeneous society. The aristocratic regime represents in turn a 
new advance, and since that phase is rarely absent from evolution, 
one might say that, in a certain sense, the nations owe their freedom 
to their aristocracies.” It seems that democracy is, in Pareto's view, 
an early form of differentiation, for he says: “The character of the 
Greek tyranny was essentially democratic; it was a case of decadence, 
a return to less heterogeneous forms of life.” 

So far, we have agreement between Mosca and Pareto: aristocracy 
means freedom (relatively speaking). But now the ways part. “Soci¬ 
eties,” Pareto says, “arc not homogeneous. Tliey differ, first of all, 
among each other. Nor docs any one society present a homogeneous 
whole; it is composed of heterogeneous individuals and classes of 
individuals.” That seems to be rather elementary, but it is nonethe¬ 
less one of Pareto's fundamental premises: his pluralism stands, as 
has been noted once before, in vivid contrast to the basically Uni¬ 
tarian attitude of Mosca, who starts with the group and ends up with 
almost a fusion of the social forces operating inside and outside the 
formal government. Hence Mosca's strong dislike of “intermediate 
sovereigns.” Tlic function of his political class is precisely the 
amalgamation and disciplining of the originally autonomous group 
wills of society. 

Compare with that the following quotation from Pareto's Corns: 
“Despotic governments show the right instinct when they outlaw all 
[independent] associations of their subjects. Tliose intermediate or¬ 
ganisms standing between state and individual arc in effect most 
powerful agents of social differentiation.” In Pareto's terminology 
differentiation is equated with liberty, the intermediary associations 
are an essential element of “juridical defense”—-a view utterly alien 
to Mosca, who saw in them the greatest threat to liberty. Mosca's 
“balance of the social forces” presupposes that there already exists a 
fully integrated Great Society. It is not the equilibrium of the social 
interests that brings that Great Society into existence; on the con- 
trar\% the Great Society makes possible the equilibrium and with it, 
freedom. Mosca never could have written, as Pareto did, that “who¬ 
ever wants to arrest social progress must, above all, prohibit all kinds 
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of societies, except those which arc under the direct control of the 
government and form therefore part of a homogeneous whole/' 
Mosca would have said that government ought to outlaw those asso¬ 
ciations in the interest of social progress. As an economist, Pareto 
knew, of course, that intermediate associations have a tendency 
toward monopoly; apparently he saw in that no threat to freedom. 
In that respect he would agree with the late Joseph Schumpeter, and 
both would disagree with the American tradition.-^ 

In sketching his elitist theory, Pareto is especially careful to avoid 
equivocation. Superiority in some respects must be distinguished 
properly from superiority in all respects, and both types again from 
the type of superiority that is characteristic of a ruling class: . .'Po 
say that some members of society possess certain qualities to a more 
eminent degree tlian others is not the same as saying that there is a 
class of people who arc absolutely better than the rest of the popula¬ 
tion. And to go on from there to say that those ‘better' people ‘ought' 
to goNcni all the rest is to commit that most egregious fallacy: to 
make an illogical deduction from a dubious premise." 

Mosca himself found, as we know, the term elite equivocal, sug¬ 
gesting moral superiority. Pareto levels the same accusation against 
those wlio employ the term aristocracy without discrimination. “Some¬ 
times tliey seem to use it in the customary sense, to indicate the top 
group of a social hierarchy; soinetiines, when it is pointed out to 
them that their aristocrats mav intcllectnallv and morally be below 
the social average, our authors will reveise themselves and say that 
aiislociacy means simply the ‘well-born' [ci/gc/i/qi/cs]. 'I'hat somewhat 
mysteiions term ends up by playing the same role in the new doc¬ 
trines which the ‘vital force' had played in ancient medicine." **' 
Dificientiation into various social classes is due “sometimes to 
birth, to true or assumed conmion origin, to certain religious prac¬ 
tices, or to the fact that people arc engaged in the same kind of 
work. Blit one of the main causes of diffi rentiation is certainly wealth. 
'The rich have a tendency to band together, and the same is true of 
the middle class and the poor. That gronj)ing is to be found even in 
the Indian castes where the rich form a distinct caste within the 
caste. The power of the aristocracies of all types declines rapidly if it 
is not sustained by wealth." 
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political regime. All absolutes are to be avoided: “Despotism may be 
tantamount to progress if it results in differentiating an anarchically 
homogeneous society. The aristocratic regime represents in turn a 
new advance, and since that phase is rarely absent from evolution, 
one might say that, in a certain sense, the nations owe their freedom 
to their aristocracies.” It seems that democracy is, in Pareto's view, 
an early form of differentiation, for he says: “The character of the 
Greek tyranny was essentially democratic; it was a case of decadence, 
a return to less heterogeneous forms of life.” 

So far, we have agreement between Mosca and Pareto: aristocracy 
means freedom (relatively speaking). But now the ways part. “Soci¬ 
eties,” Pareto says, “are not homogeneous. They differ, first of all, 
among each other. Nor docs any one society present a homogeneous 
whole; it is composed of heterogeneous individuals and classes of 
individuals.” That seems to be rather elementary, but it is nonethe¬ 
less one of Pareto's fundamental premises: his pluralism stands, as 
has been noted once before, in vivid contrast to the basically Uni¬ 
tarian attitude of Mosca, who starts with the group and ends up with 
almost a fusion of the social forces operating inside and outside the 
formal government. Hence Mosca's strong dislike of “intermediate 
sovereigns.”-^ Tlie function of his political class is precisely the 
amalgamation and disciplining of the originally autonomous group 
wills of society. ■ 

Compare with that the following quotation from Pareto's Corns: 
“Despotic governments show the right instinct when they outlaw all 
[independent] associations of their subjects. Tliose intermediate or¬ 
ganisms standing between state and individual are in effect most 
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differentiation is equated with liberty, the intermediary associations 
arc an essential clement of “juridical defense”—a view utterly alien 
to Mosca, who saw in them the greatest threat to liberty. Mosca's 
“balance of the social forces” presupposes that there already exists a 
fully integrated Great Society. It is not the equilibrium of the social 
interests that brings that Great Society into existence; on the con¬ 
trary', the Great Society makes possible the equilibrium and with it, 
freedom. Mosca never could have written, as Pareto did, that “who¬ 
ever wants to arrest social progress must, above all, prohibit all kinds 
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of societies, except those which are under the direct control of the 
government and form therefore part of a homogeneous whole.” 2** 
Mosca would have said that government ought to outlaw those asso¬ 
ciations in the interest of social progress. As an economist, Pareto 
knew, of course, that intermediate associations have a tendency 
toward monopoly; apparently he saw in that no threat to freedom. 
In that respect he would agree with the late Joseph Schumpeter, and 
both would disagree with the American tradition.^® 

In sketching his elitist theory, Pareto is especially careful to avoid 
equivocation. Superiority in some respects must be distinguished 
properly from superiority in all respects, and both types again from 
the type of superiority that is eharacteristie of a ruling class: . .To 
say that some members of soeiety possess eertain qualities to a more 
eminent degree than others is not the same as saying that there is a 
class of people who are absolutely better than the rest of the popula¬ 
tion. And to go on from there to say that those ‘better' people ‘ought' 
to govern all the rest is to eommit that most egregious fallacy: to 
make an illogical deduction from a dubious premise.” 

Mosca himself found, as we know, the term elite equivocal, sug¬ 
gesting moral superiority. Pareto levels the same accusation against 
those who employ the term aristocracy without discrimination. ‘‘Some¬ 
times they seem to use it in the customary sense, to indicate the top 
group of a social hierarchy; sometimes, when it is pointed out to 
them that tlicir aristocrats may intellectually and morally be below 
the social average, our authors will reverse themselves and say that 
aristocracy means simply the ‘well-born' [eugeniqiies]. That somewhat 
mysterious term ends up by playing the same role in the new doc¬ 
trines which the ‘vital force' had played in ancient medicine.” 

Differentiation into various social classes is due “sometimes to 
birth, to true or assumed common origin, to certain religious prae- 
ticcs, or to the fact that people are engaged in the same kind of 
work. But one of the main causes of differentiation is certainly wcaltli. 
The rich have a tendency to band together, and the same is true of 
the middle class and the poor. That grouping is to be found even in 
the Indian castes where the rich form a distinct caste within the 
caste. The power of the aristocracies of all types declines rapidly if it 
is not sustained by wealth.” 
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Again, that is quite different from Mosca who, though recognizing 
that wealth, on the average, docs make for social power, hesitates 
to say that this must always be the case; he insists that in many in¬ 
stances, in past societies at least, the process was reversed, with 
power (martial prowess) leading to positions of control where wealth 
was incidental. 'I’his attitude, cxj^rcssed in the Teorica, is quite con¬ 
sistent with our author s general unwillingness to overemphasize the 
role of economics in the social process. 

Not so Pareto. In his Cours at any rate, he still shows a marked 
sympathy with Marxist viewpoints. “The socialists,” he says, ‘‘are en¬ 
tirely right to attribute great importance to the ‘class struggle' and 
to call it the great factor dominating history. In that respect Karl 
Marx and \, Loria merit our utmost attention.” Two forms of the 
class struggle must be distinguished. One is simply economic com¬ 
petition. The other operates through extra-economic channels, each 
class trying to secure control of the government to use it as “a ma¬ 
chine of spoliation.” Pareto is outmarxing Marx when he proclaims 
that “the stiugglc in the course of which some individuals appro¬ 
priate the wealth produced by others is the great fact dominating 
all of human history. It is disguised and disappears behind the most 
various pretexts which have often misled the historians. One might 
even say that it is only in our time that the full truth has become 
known.” 

The recognition of the fact that at all times society is dominated 
by minorities had not made Mosca the uncritical admirer of aristo¬ 
cratic rule. Wc know his preference was for an aristocracy of edu¬ 
cated wealth and merit, tempered by a suitable admixture of both 
democratic “principles” and “tendencies.” He was sincerely critical 
of plutocratic oligarchy. But that criticism did not make him partial, 
as it did the author of the Cours, to the demands of democrats and 
socialists. To Mosca both these movements represented the worst 
threat to freedom. Compared with him, Pareto is almost a rabble 
rouser. He had gone on record that the nations owe their freedom 
to their aristocracies. But a few pages later he declares that “the ruling 
class not only causes distress to the classes it exploits but to the 
entire nation ... In that respect it docs not matter whether the rul¬ 
ing class is an oligarchy, a plutocracy, or a democracy.” 
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One sees that Pareto’s disregard for the Aristotelian categories is as 
complete and radical as Mosca’s. It may even have been inspired by 
Mosca. However, the next passage Mosca never could have written: 
‘The more numerous that frilling] class is, the greater the evils result¬ 
ing from its domination, because a large class consumes a larger por¬ 
tion of wealth than docs a class restricted in size. 'Phat is probably 
the reason why a demagogical regime will never last as long as a 
tyrannical or oligarchical one. This will also be most likely the great 
obstacle to the realization of a system of popular socialism/' What 
Pareto understands by “popular socialism” becomes clear when he 
goes on to speak of “bourgeois socialism,” his interesting term for the 
protectionist and interventionist state policies of democratic gov¬ 
ernments, another being “depreciation of the currency.” "I'liat bour¬ 
geois type of socialism is, however, in Pareto’s view, the lesser evil, 
since a bourgeois government is not obliged to satisfy as many appe¬ 
tites as would have to be satisfied by a regime of socialists: “it will 
be able to fill pockets without wrecking the entire economy.” A 
seductive argument which, alas, is somewhat at odds with what 
Pareto had said earlier about the distress which the ruling class is 
causing to the entire nation. 

Do these passages reveal that “purely liberal and democratic orien¬ 
tation” which Mosca had found in all of Pareto’s writings prior to 
1900? It was hardly a democrat who could write in 1897: 

Sonic authors arc confusing two absolutely different questions, one 
being the existence of a ruling class, the other being the way in which 
that class is recruited. According to those men, the subject class, provided 
it has the right to choose its masters by some system of elections, must 
consider itself in a state of perfect bli.ss, with not a wish left inifulfilled ... 
'Phe yoke of a class that is not elected but recruited on the basis of hered¬ 
ity or else by way of co-operation may ap])car more odious. But it docs 
not follow that it is also the hearier of the two. It is by no means proven 
that an oligarchic government is more dishonest than the city council of 
New York elected by general suffrage.-^"* 

Between the oligarchie and the democratic yoke, what chance is 
left for modern man in search of freedom? Pareto’s answer leaves 
some hope for him: 

Prom time to time dissensions arise in the ruling class, or between it 
and other cla.sscs wanting to replace it. As long as these dissensions last, 
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they tend to soften the yoke resting on the subjects, since the weaker of 
the two contestants will try to enroll them in his drive for power. But as 
soon as he has reached his goal, he will at once try to consolidate his 
domination by employing, possibly disguised under new names, the same 
old methods which he had denounced bcforc.*^^ 

It is the answer which we found in Gaetano Mosca's writings, the 
same one which will be found in the work of Robert Michels. But 
the tenor of Pareto’s argument is different. Tlic man who wrote the 
last installments of the Cours was not, as was the author of the Ele- 
menti, bent upon announcing a new truth. Instead he took minority 
control for granted, as one among various elements to serve as the 
materials for a system as yet dimly seen. This was no last-minute 
adaptation of another man’s idea, no mere verbal camouflage of alien 
property. Pareto is at once more passionately bitter and less morally 
engaged than Gaetano Mosca. He is not, as the latter, a crusader in 
the guise of the detached obser\^er, but a one-man army fighting a 
two-front campaign against aristocraticism and socialism alike: 
‘'Often a one-sided theory gives birth to another which is equally 
exaggerated, only in the opposite direction. Certain socialists, preach¬ 
ing the gospel of complete equality,... have reached the point where 
they propose to waste the rare gifts of the greatest scholars in facile 
and unimportant manual tasks. The neo-aristocrats... have simply 
turned that doctrine upside down. According to them, the whole 
human race exists merely in order to produce a few superior men; 
it is only compost for some flowers.” The reference to “neo-aristo¬ 
crats” is no veiled attack on Mosca but a thrust directed against cer¬ 
tain followers of Nict/schc whose “neo-aristocratic theories” arc 
explicitly mentioned.'**' 

This is a plague-oii-both-your-houscs attitude, very unlike anything 
we find in Mosca’s Ruling Class, Pareto’s later works have been ac¬ 
cused of being violently biased, in clear violation of the professed 
scientific principles.***** It must be said, however, that Pareto, again 
unlike Mosca, nowhere advocates any specific political philosophy 
of his own. The Paretian irony impartially X-rays all kinds of human 
self-deception. His thcor}^ of the elites was certified bv Arthur 
Livingston as being similar to that of Mosca’s but the product of 
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an independent mind. We cannot prove the independence, but 
a careful reading of the Corns would seem to indicate at least dis¬ 
similarity. 


The Sociology of Modern Parties 

Once more the distasteful name of the Lausanne Professor turns 
up in an essay published by our author. This time the occasion is a 
pleasant one, and so the reference to the competitor is written with¬ 
out anger if not without thought. Something wonderful has hap¬ 
pened: the philosopher of the political class has no longer any reason 
to fed lonely; he has acquired a disciple utterly his own. 'Pruc, he 
Iiad been head of a group before, to which he liked to refer as the 
New School. But as he knew, some of its members had reached their 
conclusions independently, or else were younger men who would not 
graduate to national importance until latcr.'*^ Little wonder, there¬ 
fore, that Mosca was delighted when in 1911 a scholar came into his 
ken who was both a disciple and an author in his own right, who not 
only had absorbed the master’s teachings but had put them to the 
test in a new sociological environment. 

When Mosca first wTotc of the ruling class, he did so with the 
situation in mind as it existed in the last two decades of the nine¬ 
teenth century in Muropc. 'Lhc phenomenon of mass organization 
was still in its infancy then. I’hat was true particularly of the coun¬ 
try in which and for which our author wrote: Italy. It was true of 
social life there in general, which was that of a country still prepon¬ 
derantly preindustrial and rural. These conditions help to make 
understandable the backward character of those political organiza¬ 
tions in which Mosca w'as specifically interested. Mass parties in our 
sense could not yet exist. When Mosca waites of parties, he docs not 
describe modern “machines,” large-scale political bureaucracies ma¬ 
nipulating the mass media of communication, but comparatively small 
groups formed around a “grand elector” or some fiery “tribune of the 
people,” highly personal coteries without much stability or unity of 
purpose. The Socialists were the exception to this rule, but even they 
were far from forming a cohesive party: splits between reformists 
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and the left were in the order of each day. Tire situation was the 
same in the trade union movement; here, too, the anarcho-syndicalist 
tendencies were militating against any real mass consolidation. 

Such were the conditions which explain and excuse Mosca's failure 
to see the importance of the modern party system for his theory of 
the elites. 

What the master lacked was, perhaps, the experience which had 
benefited so well the great Machiavclli, who, as an ambassador 
abroad, was able to observe what he could not find in his native land. 
Robert Michels, an Italian by choice but a German Jew by birth, had 
the advantage not available to Gaetano Mosca. He had studied mod¬ 
ern mass organization in the country w'herc that art had been per¬ 
fected as nowhere else, long before World War I. Not without 
reason did the managers and organizers of all nations look upon 
Germany as their iiiecca, did a Russian or French socialist regard 
the German Social-Democratic party and Gewerhehaftsbund as the 
one model to be emulated. These organizations, formed and run as 
democratic counterparts of the Prussian war machine, became the 
objects of Michels’ scrutiny. 

He knew what he was looking for—perhaps too much so. Armed 
with Mosca’s theory, he proposed to discover dominant minorities 
where they should not exist. A party dedicated to authoritarian prin¬ 
ciples could obviously not be expected to allow its rank and file the 
kind of influence in decision-making which is usually associated with 
the democratic concept. But to find the same authoritarian attitude 
ill parties and organizations openly professing their allegiance to the 
democratic principle would be a shocking, unbelievable discovery. 
And that precisely is what Robert Michels claims to have done: dis¬ 
covered what he calls “the iron law of oligarchy,” operative in all 
human associations, rendering all democratic aspirations illusory. 
Writing before Lenin’s revolutionary coup and hence assuming that 
all socialists were also sincere democrats, Michels could write that 
“the socialists might conquer, but not socialism, which w'ould perish 
in the inomcnt of its adherents’ triumph.” 

Gaetano Mosca must have felt the greatest satisfaction when these 
lines first came to his attention, and he did not hesitate long to ex- 
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press it, with the dignified restraint so typical of him (except when 
he was engaging in polemics).^® 

The short article is something more than just a book review and is 
something less than equal to the subject. There arc two distinct types 
of creativity. One is keenly aware of the work done by others, eager 
to absorb it and, occasionally, capable of judging it on its own 
ground. The other type views all things as reflections of the self; such 
authors study others only for the purpose of discovering themselves: 
the alien work is nothing but a mirror. Georges Sorcl was such a 
critic. He was always ready to write introductions to books he found 
fascinating in the manuscript stage. But these introductions turned 
invariably into essays about Georges Sorcl, shedding precious little 
light on the work he pretended to be analyzing. 

It is the same with Mosca. One cocks an eager car to his fanfare 
for Michels only to discover that one hears a variation on a theme 
by Mosca. The year is 1912. Democracy, that world force, has gained 
still another victory: Italy had just adopted general suffrage. ‘"'Foday, 
no one active in politics dares to declare himself an outright antidem- 
ocrat.” And yet, a small group dared to swim against the seemingly 
all-powerful current. Vox thirty years now, Mosca says, a new scienti¬ 
fic school has been battling with democracy—“not with the custom¬ 
ary arguments in favor of aristocracy or monarchy, but in a strictly 
negative way ruling out the possibility of a true democratic govern¬ 
ment. It is a school, if I may coin a new term, not so much antidem¬ 
ocratic as ademocratic. Its principles, w'cll known to the Italian 
scientific world, have been popularized abroad, to some extent, by 
Professor Pareto, whose books written in French arc more accessible 
to foreigners.” 

We know what the principles of the New School arc, but there is 
no harm in restating them once more, if only for the reason that the 
earlier disclaimer of aristocratic bias need not be taken too literally. 
For the author ascribes to his school the notion that “all political 
regimes arc of necessity ruled by an aristocracy or, rather, by an organ¬ 
ized minority controlling a disorganized majority.” 'Fo state a fact 
is, of course, not the same as to approve it, but since Mosca is notori¬ 
ously opposed to democratic government, the logical distinction 
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would not seem to matter much. One might say that the author, 
cool as he may be toward the old, traditional aristocratic classes, 
favors the rule of another kind of aristocracy, one furnished by the 
educated middle class. 

After that “summary of the fundamental concepts by which 
Michels' work has been inspired,” we are presented with a factual 
account of Michels' argument. It is a fair account, not missing out on 
any of the points the younger writer makes to show why leadership 
is of the essence in all human associations, what the qualifications of 
the leader arc, and how the leader manages to keep control. The 
critic notes “the natural conservatism” developing in all social move¬ 
ments as soon as they have reached the stage of institutionalization 
and have become subjected to the needs of bureaucratic routine. He 
might have quoted his own words: “Once the heroic period of a 
movement is over, once the stage of initial propaganda comes to an 
end, then reflection and self-interest claim their riglits again.” 

Have we been unfair to our author when we said Mosca was the 
only subject he was interested in while ostensibly reviewing Michels? 
What we had in mind was that the master, in the fullness of his 
praise for the disciple, nevertheless overlooked the one point in which 
Michels' work, not comparable in significance with Mosca's, repre¬ 
sents a big advance beyond the Klcmenti. Mosca fails to see it be¬ 
cause he treats Michels' book not as the study of a new phenomenon, 
but as a mere corroboration of his own elitist doctrine valid for all 
times and social systems. Thus he insists that Michels' findings are 
not only correct “with regard to modern revolutionary parties, but 
that somewhat similar results were tspical in all human sodalities 
which [in the past] had tried to discipline and rally individual aspira¬ 
tions in pursuit of an ideal aim.” 'lb what extent he misses the his¬ 
torical uniqueness of contemporary' mass organization may be seen 
from the example he is using to show that there is nothing new 
under the sun. The same “routinization of charisma,” Mosca declares, 
took place in the Franciscan Order when the ardent idealism of the 
founder was toned down by his successors in accordance with the 
wishes of the Church 

In another instance Mosca equates socialism with religious sec¬ 
tarianism by comparing it to the Mohammedan Senusi of North 
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Africa. In essence, it is the same line of thought which counters the 
contention of a Marx or Weber (that modern capitalism is some¬ 
thing sui generis) witli the view that capitalism is as old as ancient 
Babylon. This means overlooking, in favor of some superficial simi¬ 
larities, the fundamental difTcrcnccs which alone enable us to under¬ 
stand the nature and significance of all historic change. To lump 
together modern socialists, PVanciscans, and Senusi makes it rather 
difficult to grasp the meaning of such modern institutions as the 
bureaucratic or the party state. To what extent our author is unable 
to do justice to his subject proves his statement: ''Of the many great 
and complex questions which arise in connection with the theory 
of the political class, Michels sees and treats, though in a masterful 
way, only one.” 

Rut the one aspect analyzed by Michels is precisely the changed 
character of social and political control. That this great fact should 
have escaped Mosca’s attention is in some measure Michels' own 
fault. For he too, faithful to the master's teaching, weakens his own 
argument by generalization. Instead of stressing the new character 
and methods of mass manipulalion as he found them in the parties 
and trade unions of his native couiitr)^ Michels proclaims ‘‘iron 
laws" and thus it might be suspected that he only saw what it suited 
him to sec. Georg Lukacs, who has his own Marxist ax to grind, may 
still be justified in charging Michels that "for the purpose of deni¬ 
grating democracy, and working class democracy especially, he ele¬ 
vated those phenoincna which were created by reformism ... into 
'sociological laws.’ Irom a specific phenomenon, valid for one part 
of the labor inoveincnt in the age of imperialism, he deduced the 
'law* that the masses arc constitutionally incapable of generating 
their own leadership.” 

It is a daring feat for the Hungarian author to confound the Bcrn- 
stcinite, reformist socialists of Germany whom Michels singled out 
for attention, with the example of the correct “democratic socialism" 
as practiced by the party favored by Georg laikacs. But the Marxist 
camp has no monopoly on criticizing Michels; even better arguments 
have come from bourgeois quarters. In the words of a contemporary 
social scientist: "When ... Michels spoke of the ‘iron law of oli¬ 
garchy,’ he attended solely to the ways in which organizational needs 
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inhibit democratic possibilities. But... if oligarchical waves repeat¬ 
edly wash away the bridges of democracy, this eternal recurrence can 
happen only because men doggedly rebuild them after each inunda¬ 
tion ... Ihere cannot be an iron law of oligarchy... unless there is 
an iron law of democracy.” 

By proclaiming “timeless truths,” Michels missed the opportunity 
of writing a book even more important than the one he actually 
wrote. lie left it to his readers to discover the uniqueness of the 
Party State, the government controlled or even constituted by the 
new bureaucratized electoral organizations. For that is the fact which 
dominates our century in pAiropc (east and west of the dividing Iron 
Curtain); it is in the process of shaping the destinies of Asia (China, 
India); to a much lesser extent, but still prominently, parties do rule 
the United States. 

llic (juestion, never tackled by the founder of the New School or 
by his disciple, was: 'lo what extent do parties and related mass 
organizations change or deny the existence of traditional elite forma¬ 
tions? And if they do interfere with the traditional way of selecting 
the political class, what happens to Mosca's general contention that 
the ruling class is formed by, and reflects the contest between, dis¬ 
tinct social forces? How can this doctrine be reconciled with the 
new fact of mass organizations which tend to cut across the old 
demarcation lines? Or arc the novel organs of mass management in¬ 
dicative of a new social force, replacing altogether or in part the 
older forces as a catalyst and clearing house of popular elites? 

Mosca had an early premonition that his system was in trouble 
when he denounced the new party leaders in and out of parliament 
as mere “mediocrities,” But these misgivings never evolved into 
systematic insight. Robert Michels could have filled that gap but 
never did. One wonders whether Mosca was aware that something 
was amiss when he praised Michels’ “notable contribution to the 
laborings of the school in which he had enrolled,” adding that much 
remained lo be done by the school “if it really intends to change the 
outlook of the world of politics.” There remains to be studied “the 
great variety of attitudes, of the virtues and vices in which the ruling 
classes of the various countries differ from each other during various 
periods ...” The advantages and disadvantages of closed or open 
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ruling classes are another vital subject for the social scientist. And 
finally, the question which reveals unerring instinct: “No less useful 
would be a minute examination of the various types of organi/ations 
to be found among the governing minorities.. 

Since Gaetano Mosca wrote those lines, much has been done that 
would have pleased him; in particular the great development of be- 
liavioral research has opened up new avenues not accessible to his 
own generation.'**^ Robert Michels almost recognized the paiamount 
significance of the organizational phenomenon, but since he con¬ 
centrated his attention on the “governing minorities,’' the other 
aspect of organization, its mass character remained blurred in his 
important study. And that, too, may be attributed to Mosca’s influ¬ 
ence: to the old teacher's tendency to put organized minorities in 
opposition to the unorganized majority. The possibility that millions 
of men might be organized and be articulate, that they might be in¬ 
formed enough to exchange places with their leaders—such possibili¬ 
ties would have been utterly denied by our two authors. Mosca saw 
his “balance of the social forces" upset by the new, “plebeian" parties; 
Michels reassured him that they could not possibly succeed. 'The 
very notion that they would one day become the focus, the decisive 
factor in determining the character and range of the new social and 
political elites would have been incomprehensible to Gaetano Mosca 
and his alter ego."*'' 
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RE-ENTER ARISTOTLE 


The interval of twenty-seven years between the publication of the 
first and second Elementi could not at all be called barren, even 
should we judge it by the number of full-length productions, which 
comprise a respectable list. There are four volumes: two of them 
deal with questions of constitutional law; one book (irrevocably lost) 
was about John Locke; the fourth is concerned with problems of Italian 
foreign, in particular colonial, policy.' True, the chronology of these 
reveals a major gap of ten years between 1898 and 1908, but it is 
filled by a whole spate of minor contributions to periodicals and 
dailies. Between 1900 and 1923, the author wrote no less than forty 
book reviews and essays for learned journals. In addition, eighty- 
seven of his articles appeared in various newspapers, lliis cannot be 
considered a mean output, in view of the fact that during that same 
period Mosca not only simultaneously taught important courses at 
the universities of Turin and Milan, but during this same time served 
his country as a deputy (from 1909) and senator (from 1919), not 
to mention his brief service as colonial undersecretary during World 
War I. In the Chamber he spoke seventy-four times, and forty-five 
times in the Senate.^ 

Only very little of that immense effort bears direetly on the subjeet 
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closest to the author’s heart: his still ineonelusive doetrinc of the rul¬ 
ing class. He deals with it in half a dozen essays altogether, two of 
which I have already discussed. Now, the second volume of the 
Elementi was not the result of many years of toil; the author himself 
states, as we already know, that it was written in the last two years 
before its publication.^ Rather than re-edit or rewrite the twenty- 
five-ycar-old work, he decided to let it stand as it was and to sum 
up the conclusions of the intervening years in a new, second volume. 
That volume, therefore, represents more than a supplement. It is 
more than the mere attempt to bring the factual information con¬ 
tained in the first part up to date. The new text could stand by itself; 
it would make complete sense if nothing else were known of Mosca’s 
writings. The organization of the subject matter is identical with that 
of Volume I, a fact confusing to the reader of the English one-vol¬ 
ume edition who may easily gain the impression that the author had 
forgotten what went on before. In fact, the second part is virtually 
a fresh beginning, on a higher level. Looking back on the completed 
work, on the occasion of the third edition, published fifteen years 
after the second, Gaetano Mosca, then past his eightieth year, ob¬ 
served: "‘The facts that have political importance reveal that mobility 
is something natural, while immobility is artificial. So it need not 
come as a surprise that the mind of the author too had to adapt itself 
to the new times 

One cannot help remembering what Mosca had said about the 
“naturaV’ aristocratic tendency toward immobility, and feel the dis¬ 
tance which the author has come since he wrote his essay on “The 
Aristocratic and tlic Democratic Principle” thirty-seven years 
earlier.*'^ 


The Ancestors 

The first, brief chapter of the second Elementi has the Italian title, 
‘'Origins of the Doctrine of the Ruling Class and Reasons Whicli 
Obstructed Ils Diffusion.” In the English version this is the twelfth 
chapter and the title, “'Theory of the Ruling Class,” simply echoes 
that of Chapter II, “Tlie Ruling Class.” Tlic author showed in this 
case better editorial sense than his foreign adaptor. 
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Beginning with a terse reiteration of his central concept, Mosca 
turns to a discussion of his intellectual pedigree. He starts the list 
with Machiavelli, quoting his words that ‘‘in any city whatsoever, in 
whatsoever manner organized, never do more than forty or fifty per¬ 
sons attain positions of command.*' But Mosca docs not claim the 
Florentine as his true ancestor. “Ignoring such casual allusions,” he 
finds the first distinct statement of his theory “in the writings of 
Saint-Simon.” 7 The Saint-Simonian father of positivism, Auguste 
Comte, receives a dozen noncommittal lines, the coolness of which 
strongly contrasts with the praise bestowed upon Taine, who is in 
turn followed by Marx-Eiigcls. Their philosophy is briefly stated, but 
the emphasis is on the fact that Taine developed his own notion of 
the ruling class before they did.” 

Reaching the time when he began to formulate his own ideas, 
Mosca shows spectacular restraint. We know how deeply he felt 
about his claim to have been the first to state the modern doctrine 
of the ruling class and how much he had suffered from Pareto’s cal¬ 
lous disregard for his accomplishment. But not a word about this 
in the Elementi. On the other hand, his own indebtedness to Ludwig 
Cuniplowicz, a considerable one, is not acknowledged either, except 
in the dry announcement: .. it will suffice to note, as a matter of 
record, that in 1881 Cumplowic/.’s Der Rassenkampf appeared.” 
Mosca’s outline of that work, a masterpiece of condensation (six 
lines), makes the intellectual affinity between our author and the 
Austrian appear to be rather close. But unlike Saint-Simon or Taine, 
ihc great eccentric among the sociologists receives no praise. We 
have had already several occasions to refer to that involved relation¬ 
ship and will have more; here it may be enough to mention that the 
dale of publication given for Der Rasseukampfy 1881, is not correct. 
The work appeared in 1883, the same year in which the Teorica came 
from the press. However, Gumplowicz had already presented his 
whole doctrine in a book which had appeared in 1875.® It is most 
likely that this publication rather than Der Rassenkampf had been 
the work which impressed Mosca as he was conceiving the Teorica. 

Speaking of his own contributions to the doctrine of the ruling 
class the author uses the same level tone of the reporter. For his semi¬ 
nal Teorica the outline is again of six lines, succeeded by the sum- 
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mary announcement: “In years following came the first edition of the 
present work... and, among otlicrs, works by Amnion, Novikov, 
Rensi, Pareto and Michels.” I'hat is all. 

The theory, Mosca continues, is today accepted by all thoughtful 
people, and “this is due to the influence of the writers mentioned.” 
But lest wc think he is blowing his own horn, he quickly asks us to 
attribute the succes d'estime of the new doctrine to “an automatic 
enrichment of collective experience in our world” rather than to the 
efforts of a small band of political philosophers. 

However, Mosca never was content with being the observer and 
the scientific analyst; it seems he agreed with Marx's saying that “the 
philosoplicrs have only interpreted the world in various ways; the 
point, however, is to change it.” And there was as yet no indica¬ 
tion that the new philosophy had changed the pattern of political 
reality. Mosca attributes this “slight practical influence” of his 
method to a variety of causes. Some arc of an “extrinsic” nature, the 
most important obstacle to change being mental sluggishness, the 
inability of most minds to shed those most powerful traditions lead¬ 
ing back to Montesquieu and to Rousseau. There is another reason 
why “the democratic system probably has greater powers of self- 
preservation than all others.” As nobody will ever openly come out 
for sin, so no political opponent of democracy will dare to attack 
openly the proposition that all men are born free and equal. “All 
those who, by wealth, education, intelligence, or guile, have an apti¬ 
tude for leading a community of men, and a chance of doing so—in 
other words, all the cliques in the ruling class—have to bow to uni¬ 
versal suffrage ... and also, if occasion requires, cajole and fool it.” *“ 
As a witness, Mosca cites his own disciple, Robert Michels, who 
wrote that “in countries which have representative governments, 
conservative parties are obliged to pay homage to democratie doc¬ 
trines.” ’■* 'Mie democratic doctrine had been very useful to the bour¬ 
geoisie of the h’rench revolution; being “hardly more than a eentur)' 
and a half old ... it had not completed its historic task at the end 
of the nineteenth century...” 

'riiose are the extrinsic reasons for the failure of the new idea to 
make headway. More important still arc the “intrinsic” factors. Here 
the author has some harsh words for those who would apply his 
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method in a mechanical fashion and would forget that “merely to 
assert that... power resides in a ruling minority is to dismiss the old 
guides without supplying new ones.” The new theory remains a plati¬ 
tude as long as “we do not know the various ways in which ruling 
classes are formed and organized.” At this point Mosca reasserts his 
confidence, already voiced in the Teorica, that “the procedure... so 
much used in the natural sciences” can now rely on such a wealth of 
data, that the “analytic study” of the genealogy^ of ruling classes 
definitely has become a possibility. 

The new historian will do well to focus his attention on the second 
stratum of the dominant minority: “We must, without denying the 
great importance of what has been done at the vertex and at the 
base of the pyramid, show that, except for the influence of the inter¬ 
mediate strata, neither of the others could have accomplished very 
much...” The middle-class character of Mosca's elite theory has 
never before emerged as clearly as in this statement. His political 
class is not actually the ruling class, but rather the class without 
which society could not be ruled. Again one feels reminded forcefully 
of David Riesinairs concept of the “veto group.” The ancient ques¬ 
tion: “where docs sovereignty reside?” has become meaningless. If 
anything at all, the sovereign power has been reduced to that hover¬ 
ing, elusive entity which holds together a society articulated in the 
various social forces and agreed on one and the same moral code. 


Once More: The Historical Test 

Chapters II and III of the new Elemeiiti (XIII and XIV of The 
Ruling Class) arc almost replicas of Chapters II and III in the 
Teorica. The various types of social and political organization are 
traced through history, from the primitive oriental monarchies on to 
the democratic systems of today. The ancient city-state, Rome, me¬ 
dieval feudalism-—they all pass in review for a second time. Not much 
has changed, the narrative shows the same virtues and the same 
lacunae as before. Documentation is this time more ample and more 
up to date; particularly, the account of early Roman institutions is 
enriched by much juridical detail derived from the works of Dc Sanc¬ 
tis and Ferrero.*" Rewarding as these pages arc, there is no need for 
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us to go over that ground again. With one exception: What the au¬ 
thor has to say about the problem of bureaucracy presents it in a new 
and interesting light. 

This seems, at first sight, an exaggerated statement, for much of the 
information is already known to us, such as the wide intcq^rctation 
of the concept of bureaucracy as comprising all developed forms of 
government, no matter whether they arc representative or autocratic 
systems. Mosca is as unwilling as ever to admit that the democratic- 
liberal state, like the feudal and the bureaucratic, is a type in its own 
right. He docs not just try to be ornery. His interest at this point is 
in setting up a purely administrative, and not a constitutional typol¬ 
ogy. From that viewpoint he is justified in disregarding the third 
form of social and political articulation in the Middle Ages: the 
commune, and its predecessor, the Greek polis. It is only in the work 
of his old age, the History of Political Doctrines, that the author 
relents and acknowledges the city-state as one of three types of or¬ 
ganization.'^ 

That was a belated recognition of the role which the Italian and 
transalpine cities played in the emergence of the great absolute 
monarchies and nation-states from feudal anarchy. In his brilliant 
''Analysis of Growth,” Arnold Toynbee lists the three achievements 
of the medieval commune as "the substitution of a democratic for an 
aristocratic form of government; the substitution of a commercial 
and industrial for a purely agricultural economy; and the introduc¬ 
tion of a new standard of businesslike efficiency into the conduct of 
both economics and politics.” Our author was, of course, aware of 
these accomplishments, although he docs not go beyond sonic hints. 
Rut strangely enough, that awareness deserts him when he tries to 
explain just how and why feudalism changed into the bureaucratic 
state. 

Wc arc informed that "economic causes seem to have exercised 
very little influence on the transformation ...” That remark is un¬ 
mistakably directed against Marx, who held that nothing else but 
economic reasons is responsible for the development of bureaucratic 
monarchy. Marx would particularly scoff at Mosca's further allega¬ 
tion that the triumph of the king over the barons was due to "a far- 
rcaching revolution ... taking place in military art and organiza- 
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tion/' Really, one does not have to be a Marxist to arrive at the 
conclusion that, before those royal weapons could be made and used, 
there had to be an urban bourgeoisie to provide king and emperor 
with the proverbial sinews of war. Mosca could not really disagree. 
He says the same thing himself when speaking of the medieval 
communes as supporters of the crown against feudalism, and again, 
when he says of the kings that “they... made shrewd use of the 
support of the communes ..lie has a dim notion that the adminis' 
trativc and managerial know-how of the city-states was at least partly 
instrumental in making the transformation from the feudal to the 
modern era possible. While calling the French case of a slow evolu¬ 
tion from a feudal monarchy to absolute bureaucracy the “typical or 
normar* one, Mosca allows for “other processes which led, or might 
have led, to the same results.** It is here that he refers to Milan, a 
great commune, which “developed first into a signoria, or tyranny, 
and then into a duchy... It subjected many other communes and 
... might easily have become a modern national kingdom.** It was 
left to *roynbcc to ])oint out that “the new Italian principalities, 
large as they were by comparison with the former Italian city-states, 
were still not large enough to hold their own against the Transalpine 
Powers.** In Italy as elsewhere, city-state democracy went into an 
eclipse before it re-emerged in the new large-scale nation-states which 
had absorbed the lessons of Italian city-state efficiency.-’ Only the 
British Parliament survived that general decline of representative 
institutions. 

nisciissing the relationship between bureaucracy and parliament, 
Mosca remarks that their “co-operation and reciprocal control arc 
two of the outstanding characteristics of the modern representative 
state.** That combination, we learn with amazement, makes it possi¬ 
ble “to utilize almost all human values in the political and adminis¬ 
trative departments of government, and the door has been left open 
to all elements in the governed classes to make their way into ruling 
classes.'* 

We hardly dare to trust our eyes. But there is more in the same 
vein: “It may also be claimed that there is an almost perfect harmony 
between the present political system and the level of civilization that 
has been attained .. .** Our artistic culture, our morality may be in- 
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ferior to those of a century ago, but twcntietli-ccntur)' society “has 
shown itself far superior... in its wise organization of economic and 
scientific production .. But surely these gains are exceeded by the 
losses, the waste and incompetence of dcmocratie government? Not 
ill the least! For “there can be no question tluit the political system 
now prevailing has won over the spontaneous energies and wills of 
individual human beings the same victory which the complex of insti¬ 
tutions, instruments, knowledge and aptitudes that form the culture 
and the strength of our generation has won over the forces of na¬ 
ture.” 

This is a far cry from the harsh judgment that “the checks which 
bureaucracy and democracy can enforce upon themselves... are 
always inadequate.” Mosca himself must have felt the great dis¬ 
crepancy, for he interpolated, in the third edition of tlic work, a 
lengthy footnote, not present in The Ruling Class, in which he ex¬ 
plains his changed attitude toward the betc noire of his early years, 
'rhe document follows here in full: 

Some readers who may still remember how much I had to remark about 
parliamentary government in my Teorica dei governi may have noticed 
that I have considerably modified my views about that subject. It is not 
easy to imagine how that could have been avoided in the course of 
roughly half a century. 'I’hc first signs of that change arc already apparent 
in the first volume of this work... In substance, we still hold fast to the 
fundamental concept of the Teorica dei governi which asserts that all 
state structures are made up of organized minorities, and that therefore 
a system which afTects to be based on the free expression of the will 
of the majority is perpetrating an unmitigated lie which in the long run 
must result in a catastrophe. I still believe that almost everything I once 
said about the parliamentary regime is based on solid fact. But a greater 
familiarity with history and the experience of a lifetime taught me to 
regard those weaknesses with more indulgence and to realize that there 
is no such thing as a political system which, in actual operation, would 
be free from the inevitable moral blemishes and intellectual shortcomings 
of human nature.^** 


Which is to say that the defects which Mosca had been blaming on 
the democratic system would not disappear with its removal but 
might become even worse. It means, to use the popular expression, 
that for fifty years he had been barking up the wrong tree. Or, in 
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more dignified language, that the state with its ''political classes” and 
"fonnulas” may not in itself be "an intelligible field of study.” 


Principles and Tendencies 

The thirty-five pages which make up the fourth chapter of the 
second Elernenti (Chapter XV of The Ruling Class) are very likely 
the best Mosca ever wrote. Entitled "Various Principles and Tenden¬ 
cies Affecting the Formation and Organization of the Ruling Class,” 
this section is the heart of Volume II, as the one on Juridical Defense 
is the core of the first. It is not so much the elaborate, yet at the 
same time lucid, pairing of two different classifications that impresses 
so much as the rich and variegated use to which the scheme is put. 
The chapter represents the author’s answer to his own stern sum¬ 
mons: if the doctrine of the ruling class is to be meaningful at all, 
"the comprehensive and generic demonstration” must be supple¬ 
mented "with an analytic study.” Here is the proof of the pudding; 
the full potentialities of the new method are established beyond any 
reasonable doubt. 

Plato—the Plato of The Ldws—has the first as well as the last word 
of the chapter. 11 is two fold scheme, deriving all existent variants of 
government from the two archetypes, democracy and monarchy, 
serves Mosca as a starting point for an elaboration of his own Inau¬ 
gural Address of twenty years before.-^ "Iliis time the author uses 
the term "principle” when he refers to the direction of the power 
flow in a political community. There arc, of course, only two ways 
in which that flow could move: "authority is cither transmitted from 
above downward ... or from below upward.” In the first case, Mosca 
says, "the autocratic principle” is at work. He might have called it 
"the monarchic principle,” but autocratic won out, being more in¬ 
clusive, since it could be applied to the nonmonarchic types of gov¬ 
ernment as well. 

Conversely, when authority is assumed to reside with all, or a 
part, of the people, Mosca chooses to speak of "the liberal principle,” 
preferring the term "liberal” to Plato’s "democratic,” since democ¬ 
racy denotes the sovereignty of all the people, whereas "liberal” would 
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also include all those systems which restrict the ballot, as in Rome 
and Athens, to a more or less large fraction of the total populace. 

“Tendency," as distinct from “principle," is Mosca’s label to iden¬ 
tify the source from which the ruling classes are recruited. Here 
Plato’s terminology is rcadopted by the author: the term “demo¬ 
cratic" seems more suitable to indicate that an existing ruling class 
is open to the lower classes, or else that the ruling class ought to be 
open to the lower ranks.^® This tendency “is constantly at work with 
greater or lesser intensity in all human societies." 

Hie same is true of “the aristocratic tendency” which is at cross- 
purposes with democratic methods of selection. It is the label for 
the human urge “to stabilize social control and political power in 
the descendants" of the ruling group. 

Now all this is at first a bit confusing. Was it necessary to inflict 
upon the reader, at this advanced stage of the discussion, four new, 
complex, easily confounded terminologies all in one heap? From 
this objection one might easily proceed and try to simplify the mat¬ 
ter. Could the four terms be reduced to two? Why not pair off “the 
autocratic principle" with “the aristocratic tendency" and “the dem¬ 
ocratic tendency" with “the liberal principle"? 

But Mosca has been waiting for just that attempt, and he is quick 
to point out to us our mistake: “At first glance it might seem that 
the predominance of what we call the ‘autocratic’ principle should 
go witli what we call the ‘aristocratic’ tendency; and that the oppo¬ 
site principle which we call ‘liberal’ should go with the tendency 
that we call ‘democratic’... That, however, would be a rule that is 
subject to a great many exceptions." Not a few autocracies re¬ 
cruited their officials from the lower classes, and elective systems 
could be mentioned in which the electors were identical with the 
political class in control. So intermixed arc the two principles and the 
two tendencies that it is difficult to isolate them properly. But nothing 
less will do if we intend to understand which way society is moving. 

Accordingly, the four components of the system arc now taken 
up in sequence and the pluses and the minuses in each case toted 
up. 

Much can be said in favor of the autocratic principle. “A political 
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system that has been so widely recurring and so long enduring among 
peoples of the most widely various civilizations... must somehow 
correspond to the political nature of man. The artificial or excep¬ 
tional thing never shows such great tenacity.” The political formulas 
of autocracy, based on a theocratic, charismatic, or dynastic principle 
of authority, are “simple, clear and readily comprehensible to every¬ 
body.” 

Against autocracy speaks the fact that “it docs not allow the peo¬ 
ples that have adopted it, and especially their ruling classes, to attain 
all of the moral and intellectual development of which civilized man¬ 
kind is capable.” In some way, size and cultural accomplishment of a 
community seem to be correlated: thus, autocracy appears to be the 
system most congenial to large communities.^^ The glory that was 
Greece, or Florence, issued from parochial ground. Another correla¬ 
tion can be found between duration and intensity of cultural achieve¬ 
ment: the actual flowering of Athens lasted only 150 years (479-323 
B.c.), and Rome’s greatness did not last much longer (203-31 b.c.). 
The United States and England arc the modern nations which pro¬ 
claim the triuniph of the liberal principle. But English institutions 
deserve to be called free only after the Glorious Revolution (1688), 
when “the great North-Amcrican Republic” was not even born. The 
real greatness of both countries did not come until much later, Mosca 
says. In other words, it is too early to say whether Anglo-Saxon liberty 
is going to outlast the Gracco-Roinaii span of a hundred and fifty 
years. Tliis is in any ease what Mosca seems to think when he says 
that apparently the liberal principle tends “to prevail at those ex¬ 
ceptional periods in the lives of the peoples when some of the noblest 
faculties of man are able to show themselves in all their intensity 
and energy.” However, those enormous outbursts of creative force 
seem almost always to be followed by a kind of collective fatigue. It is 
then that “human societies feel, as it were, an overpowering need 
for a long sleep.” That is the time when Rome submitted to the 
autocratic rule of the Augustus Gaesar.’*^ 

This periodization, linking periods of historic creativity or barren¬ 
ness with certain types of government, has a definite Spcnglerian 
note, but possibly it was the secret, unacknowledged influence of 
Giambattista Vico’s Corso and Ricorso that inspired our author at 
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this point. It would not be too difficult to puncture his ballon d^essai 
—for the whole passage has decidedly the character of a brilliant 
“aside'—by simply pointing to the well-known fact that eras of politi¬ 
cal and social dynamism do not always coincide with those of cultural 
grandeur. But since the point is not of capital significance for Mosca's 
argument, it need not be pursued here any further. 

Commenting on the wide application the aristocratic principle 
has found in the past, Mosca wisely leaves room for the human 
factor. Ilis four tendencies and principles arc not to be considered 
iron laws. One instance will suffice to demonstrate their flexibility: 
“In countries where the autocratic principle and the aristocratic 
tendency jointly prevail, the [ruling] group is usually made up of mem¬ 
bers of the highest nobility." That will be so in all those instances 
where the incumbent of the highest office is a man of only average 
ability. But when the monarch happens to be a great ruler, “he some¬ 
times succeeds in breaking the ring of aristocratic cliques that serve 
him—or, more often rule him—and he snaps it by elevating to the 
highest positions persons... of ordinary birth ..In doing so, he 
brings about a change from the aristocratic to the democratic tend¬ 
ency, thereby not only not abandoning the autocratic principle but, 
in most eases, reinforcing it against the cabals of his court. But such 
a change, such reassertion would not correspond to any basic shift 
in the relationship of the great social forces. It would be exclusively 
the work of chance, although the author docs not say so in so many 
words. But he makes plain that this is what he means by introducing 
us to Basil, Isinpcror of Byzantium (9th century a.d.), and Nadir, 
Shah of Persia (18th century), two autocrats of humble origin who 
rose to power on the strength of their own genius. Incidentally, they 
showed how flexible the autocratic principle may be in times of 
trouble.'^'* 

As the level of civilization rises and specialization becomes more 
and more important, autocratie aristocracies, that is, states in which 
the supreme authority is buttressed by a second stratum composed 
of the members of the noble families, will “almost always develop into 
more or less bureaucratic autocracies." The type is so preponderant 
that Mosca virtually equates it with the autocratic principle and 
treats it as such at considerable length. 
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The Level of Bureaucracy 

The systematic study of large-scale organization, the analysis of ad¬ 
ministrative techniques and structures which, one might say, are 
the essence of contemporary society, is of a relatively recent date. 
When Mosca wrote. Max Weber and his school had already begun 
their great investigations,^® but with the exception of Michels' well- 
known work, they seem to have been unknown or neglected by our 
author. But then, his major interest went in a different direction. 
Still, although he never bothered to define bureaucracy, he had a 
pretty shrewd idea of its workings even when he started writing his 
Teorica. Tlie Elementi only amplifies the information of a lifetime 
spent in research and in close personal contact with officialdom. When 
Mosca writes about bureaucracy we may be sure he writes as one who 
knows. 

Once more he considers the conditions under which a bureaucratic 
order may emerge from feudal fragmentation:^® ''Before an autoc¬ 
racy can begin to bureaucratize a great state, the political organiza¬ 
tion must be so strong that it can regularly levy on the income of 
private citizens a portion that is large enough to pay the salaries of 
public officials and defray the expenses of a permanent armed force." 
Direct channels of revenue must connect the great mass of subjects 
with the sovereign. As long as the locks of these channels arc manned 
not by the king’s men, but by baronial interlopers who deflect the 
stream into their own domains, the monarch will depend, almost 
exclusively, on the financial resources of the free cities. It is only 
with their help that he will ultimately break through to the primary 
resources of the nation. lie must have a nucleus of bureaucratic 
cadres able to extract state revenue, and once that nucleus exists 
and operates with some efficiency, a whole train of effects is set in 
motion: "Once bureaucratization is well advanced, it in turn en¬ 
hances the coercive efficiency of the state machine and so enables the 
ruling class... to exercise greater and greater influence over the gov¬ 
erned masses..." Bureaucracy snowballs into the magnitude of the 
mortal god leviathan. Or to use another simile: the instrument be- 
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comes the master which the sorcerer s apprentice—in our time, the 
ruling politician—is no longer able to control. 

The bureaucratic type of government ('‘bureaucratic'’ always un¬ 
derstood in the broad sense which Mosca gave to it) is treated with 
a certain sympathy which has its valid points. The reader is once 
more reminded that bureaucracy was "opening all doors to talents 
that are forging upward from the lower strata in society, and there¬ 
fore ... making room for personal merit." The last word in the 
sentence is the key: the bureaucratic order, by establishing the "dem¬ 
ocratic tendency," not only gives deserving individuals from all 
classes a fair break, it favors in particular one class of people as a class, 
namely the very educated bourgeoisie of which our author himself 
was unknowingly the spokesman: "Though a bureaucracy may be 
legally open to all social classes, in fact it will always be recruited 
from the middle class, in other words, from the second stratum of 
the ruling class." 

But if Mosca had a more than sneaking admiration for bureauc¬ 
racy, that feeling did not obfuscate his critical intelligence. lie cites 
the observation of herrero: "personal merit is one of the things that 
the passions and interests of men best manage to counterfeit." In¬ 
trigue in a lightly knit autocracy, and flattery of the electors in a liberal 
society arc frequent subslitutes for real merit. In both systems, the 
superior officer who has to judge the aptitudes of his staff members 
"will in all good faith give a candidate a higher rating for... qualities 
which he likes or happens to possess himself." Rare is the adminis¬ 
trator—and, we may add, it would be a rare philosopher-king—who 
surrounds himself with rebels rather than with faithful human rep¬ 
licas of his own image. "Blind conscrvativisin, the utter incapacity 
to correct one's faults and weaknesses" are the characteristics of "ex¬ 
clusively bureaucratic regimes." 

Another aspect of this "intractability of institutions,"in addi¬ 
tion to its immobility, is the mediocrity of administrative perform¬ 
ance in large-scale bureaucracy. I’his is, in Mosca's view, a product 
of what may be called bureaucratic cqualitarianisin. As the late 
Joseph Stalin loved to say: It could not be otherwise. I’he basic prin¬ 
ciple of bureaucratic action being the streamlining (rationalization) 
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of procedure, the elimination of all arbitrary elements, the choice of 
personnel will of necessity rely on “automatic rules of advancement'" 
rather than on personal decision with all its uncertainties and vagaries. 
“Such rules can be based only upon the principle of seniority. In this 
case, unfailingly, the lazy and the diligent, the intelligent and the 
stupid, get along equally well.” Ambition is discouraged; nobody 
will exert himself more than is necessary to “hold down the job.” 
I’hus the abodes of bureaucracy “become the refuge of the talent¬ 
less ...” 

Surprisingly, another marked effect of bureaucratization does not 
come in for the systematic treatment it deserves: the tendency of the 
official to shun personal responsibility, to “pass the buck,” an atti¬ 
tude which is so unavoidable in any system using long and interlock¬ 
ing chains of command that it could be deduced a priori even if we 
did not know the facts. Mosca is, of course, aware of it, without how¬ 
ever seeing the connection with the central theme: that bureaucratic 
action is collective action, and so of necessity prone to reifying and 
depersonalizing any and all individual contribution to the total proc¬ 
ess of decision-making. Consequently, no official may move beyond 
strictly defined boundaries without imperiling the entire system. 

Mosca takes a different approach. He docs not explain bureau¬ 
cratic behavior as the product of the bureaucratic process but, on the 
contrary, explains the bureaucratic process in terms of human be¬ 
havior. A good bureaucracy is, in his view, one which would not 
encourage “base servility in subalterns.” Lack of backbone and 
related failings of the bureaucrat would merely be a poor reflection 
on the class from which the civil servants are recruited: “The moral 
level of the bureaucracy is the moral level of the ruling class.” Pro¬ 
ceeding from there, Mosca tries to establish a “law of communicating 
moral levels.” The bureaucracy will perform on a higher level when 
the ruling class “has been formed and disciplined over long periods 
of time, and has devoted itself for many generations to the service of 
the state ...” In that ease the bureaucracy, too, will have a tradition 
of high standards; it will have what the French call esprit de corps. 
Of course, its “level will be lower when the ruling class is of more 
recent date and stems either from rustling, bustling and lucky adven- 
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turers, or from families of peasants and shopkeepers who have ac¬ 
quired, at best, the first rudiments of manners and education.” 

This point seems to be well taken. The routinization to which 
human spontaneity must submit in discharging bureaucratic func¬ 
tions is a process which will not be rushed. The past experience of 
the Soviet regime would tend to bear out the observation of the 
author. He is less convincing in his final argument against bureauc¬ 
racies which lack tradition: "‘Even if such people have developed a 
certain competence, they arc still often without a spark of idealism 
and retain an inveterate and sordid greed for large, and even for petty 
gains.” This certainly is true in many instances, and perhaps the 
one Mosca had in mind was not too far removed from his particular 
point of observation. But why bureaucratic novices should be distin¬ 
guished by an absence of idealism rather than by an excess of it is 
difficult to see. Not a few new bureaucracies made up for their lack 
of experience by a frightening abundance of administrative zeal. The 
Bolsheviks of the first generation and the agencies of the New Deal 
in its initial phase displayed that holy frenzy; the renowned adminis¬ 
tration of the first Napoleon drew much of its efficient personnel 
from the fresh cadres of the revolutionary element. 

The same example of the French imperial civil service might have 
served our author to make a strong point in favor of his own class- 
biased view of bureaucratic levels. Had he laid less stress upon the 
moral aspect and more on the clement of continuity, so necessary 
to maintain a modicum of administrative efficiency, he could have 
demonstrated to his and our satisfaction that the bureaucratic appara¬ 
tus never has been seriously affected by triumphant revolutions. 
Where they did disrupt the mechanism, it had to be put in order 
quickly, at a heavy expense to the solvency of the new revolutionary 
government. Attention has been drawn by many writers to the fact 
that the bureaucracy of France only increased in strength after each 
revolutionary shock.^^ 

Now, continuity strongly suggests stability, and from there it is 
merely one more step to the impression that bureaucracies, since they 
show so much staying power in the course of history, play an essen¬ 
tially conservative role in the social process. 'Fhat is indeed often so, 
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and Robert Michels has presented a strong argument in favor of 
such views/® In doing so, he assumed that what was true, in each and 
any case, of bureaucratic structure was a pertinent characteristic of 
the bureaucratic policy. But the former may be quite conservatively 
organized and yet be in the service of the wildest revolutionary 
schemes, such as five-year plans and the like. 

However, Mosca’s dislike for upstart bureaucracies is understand¬ 
able as soon as wc reverse the logical sequence of his argument. For 
unlike Michels, he did not start out from the essential immobility 
of bureaucratic bodies to explain the ultimate futility of all plebeian, 
democratic aspirations. Michels' ultimate conclusion is the proposi¬ 
tion from which Mosca starts. Because democracy is, in his view, not 
viable as a device of social and political control, he turns for comfort 
to a type of bureaucratic order which would guarantee the continuity 
of his sort of society if not the domination of his own, the educated, 
class. 


On Middle Ground 

In Gaetano Mosca’s nomenclature the old concepts have a way 
of taking on much broader meanings than wc are accustomed to. 
The elasticity with which he handled the term “bureaucratic" is 
matched by the flexibility of his term “liberal," which is applied by 
him to all the cases where authority is nominally exercised by the 
community. A liberal system, in the author's parlance, is one in which 
“the law is based upon the consent of the majority of citizens, though 
only a small fraction of the inhabitants may be citizens..." Nor¬ 
mally, if the electorate comprises only a small portion of the people, 
we would call such a society an aristocracy or oligarchy. We would 
speak of democratic government if all the citizens or the majority of 
them possess the franchise. But in Mosca's view, democracy is merely 
liberalism on a rampage, “carried away," as he has said before, “by 
logic, its worst enemy." Or in more sober words, democracy is an 
extension of the liberal principle which “varies from narrowly exclu¬ 
sive to broadly inclusive." 

At its most exclusive, even “a large part of the ruling class, or of 
those who have the requisites for belonging to it, are kept out." In 
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that case, one might speak of a “masked autocratic rule by a narrowly 
limited class of people.” The voters and the actual rulers arc identi¬ 
cal, or, in Rousseau’s language, the citizens are both the sovereign 
and the magistrate. When, on the contrary, the franchise is all-inclu- 
sivc, the autocratic principle, officially denied, may in a time of crisis 
still assert itself, this time disguised as “the will of the people.” Then 
it would be a “new Caesarism” deriving its authority from a plebisci- 
tarian mandate, “as the two Napoleonic Caesarisms did.” Today, wc 
would, in such a case, speak of “totalitarian democracy.” 

In a normal democratic situation, “the various party organizations 
into which the ruling class is divided” arc forced to compete for “the 
\otcs of the more numerous classes, which arc necessarily the poorest 
and most ignorant.” This sentence is important for more than one 
reason. The assumption that the ruling class is a composite of warring 
factions or cliques is already known to us; the author has discarded 
long ago the fiction of elite cohesivcncss in favor of a pluralistic 
equilibrium of the leading soeial forces. But the recognition of the 
fact that ruling classes are divided into various party organizations 
might have prompted Mosca to discover the contemporary role of 
the mass party as a catalyst of leadership and to revise his theory of 
the elite accordingly. Unfortunately, Mosca never faced that issue.®® 

Ilis low opinion of the democratic masses still comes rather as a 
shock to us, although wc ought to be sufficiently prepared by now for 
his conviction that “these classes ordinarily live in submission to a 
government which often they do not care for... I’hcir most sponta¬ 
neous desire is to be governed as little as possible, or to make as 
few sacrifices as possible for the state. 'I’lieir second desire... is 
to profit by govcrinnent in order to better their economic situa¬ 
tion .. 

Whether or not this is a correct description of the “common 
man” will remain undebated here. One wonders only whether Mosca, 
in thus positing a inaxiinuin of political inertia at the base of the 
social pyramid, has remained faithful to his own assumptions. ITic 
dichotomy between the excellent Few and the hoi polloi seems to be 
once again restored in all its old severity. It is a view that no longer 
fits the conception of an advanced and articulate civilization such 
as Mosca had developed in the work of his maturity. It is no longer 
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reconcilable with his portrait of a society in which one social force 
after the other rises to the fore to claim its share of power. 

But a close reading of the text reveals that Mosea has not really 
retreated from his new, advanced position. We have only to remem¬ 
ber that, according to his view, the leading elements of the social 
forces are, or ought to be, incorporated into the political class, now 
conceived as the totality of all elites, inside and outside government. 
It is, in Mosca's reading, the peculiar disability of democratic systems 
that in them the ruling class has to cater to the instincts of all those 
who have been left behind in the competitive race for pre-eminence. 
Add to that the condescending view which the well-educated class 
of Mosca’s generation took of the illiterate majority of their Italian 
fellow countrymen, and the result smacks very much of social snob¬ 
bery. In Mosca's case, however, it is more than that: here is a man 
sincerely frightened by the methods which all factions of the ruling 
class, including the conservatives, must use if they wish to survive 
the ordeal of the ballot box: '‘Often enough the parties against 
which this demagogic propaganda is directed use exactly the same 
means to combat it... A despicable competition, in which those 
who deliberately deceive lower their intellectual level to a par with 
those they deceive, while morally they stoop even lower!'' 

Again the Mosea who describes what is finds himself at odds with 
the other Mosea who insists on certain standards of morality and 
intellectual excellence. The theorist of the political class which con¬ 
tains “the individuals who are best fit to govern" secretly continues 
to hope against hope that these would also be “the best" in all re¬ 
spects. 

How much popular participation in decision-making is the author 
ready to accept? He is quite frank about it: “All in all... the liberal 
principle finds conditions for its application most favorable when 
the electorate is made up in the majority of the second stratum of 
the ruling class, which forms the backbone of all great political 
organizations." 

Aristotle, scornfully dismissed in the Teorica and in the first install¬ 
ment of the Elementi, is, without apologies, restored to honorable 
status. What is to happen to the democratic, universal franchise in 
Mosea's ideal state we are not told, but obviously it would have to 
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be limited to “the seeond stratum of the ruling class ” We may de¬ 
rive some comfort from the likelihood that the size of the electorate 
may still tax the imagination of a Palmerstonian liberal: "‘When it 
is sufficiently large, no very great proportion of the voters can aspire 
to candidacies, and the candidates therefore can find judges in them 
and not rivals and accomplices/' But our Palmerstonian will recover 
his composure as he goes on reading: “At the same time, when the 
electorate is fairly limited, success does not depend on paying homage 
to the beliefs and sentiments of the more ignorant masses. Only 
under such circumstances can one of the chief assumptions of the 
liberal system be made, we do not say complete, but not wholly 
illusory—namely, that those who represent shall be responsible to 
the represented." 

These lines have the authentic Aristotelian ring. Now, Mosca docs 
not say that he believes that the ancient polity could be resuscitated 
in our time. Nor docs he proclaim the desirability of such a hope. 
Yet, the whole tenor of the passage has an unmistakably nostalgic 
ring: if only we could somehow go back to that kind of liberal regime 
which will forever be associated with the glory that was hairopc in 
the nineteenth century. 

One final remark of the author should be noted: he acknowledges 
that public discussion of all issues is one of the valuable assets of the 
liberal regime. But, Mosca warns, if that debate is to have genuine 
effect, “the newspapers must not be organs of political or financial 
cliques nor blind instruments of faction. If they arc, the public should 
know about it..." 

But the newspapers are just that, and the public docs know, and it 
makes no difference. Still all this is no reason to treat Mosca's two 
suggestions in a churlish manner. Naive as it sounds, the notion that 
communication media are a public rather than a private matter can 
no longer be dismissed as a mere phantasy. 


The Circulation of Elites 

This theory, which is Pareto's special claim to fame, is a more sys¬ 
tematic and elaborate development of Mosca's democratic and aris¬ 
tocratic “tendencies." Both are constantly at work as the accelerating 
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and retarding factors in the shaping and reshaping of society. Reju¬ 
venation from below will occur sometimes rapidly (in the event of 
some great upset of the social structure due to foreign conquest or 
internal revolution). “More often, in fact normally, it takes place 
through a slow and gradual infiltration of elements from the lower 
into the higher classes.” Mosca was apparently not thinking of the 
present when he wrote the second Elementiy but of the preceding 
decades when violent alterations of the social pattern could still be 
“regarded as exceptional.” The Russian revolution had registered as 
little then as the incipient Fascist turmoil that was to convulse the 
rest of Europe soon. But the historian Mosca was astute enough to 
see that such quick “overturns sometimes give a vigorous impetus 
to intellectual, moral, and material progress.” His choice of words s 
careful: he docs not say that the violent acceleration of the demo¬ 
cratic tendency is the sole cause of the material, intellectual, and 
moral “leap,” because at other times it connotes “the beginnings, or 
else the results, of periods of decay and disintegration...” The 
democratic tendency, in that case, has a negative effect: it hastens 
the decline. 

In normal times, “if it is confined within moderate limits, the 
democratic tendency is in a sense indispensable to what is called 
‘progress' in human societies. If all aristocracies had remained stead¬ 
fastly closed and stationary, the wwld would never have changed.” 
Notwithstanding the fact that he had just placed the word between 
inverted commas, Mosca now becomes almost poetic in his praise 
of progress: “The struggle between those who arc at the top and those 
who arc born at the bottom but aspire to climb has lx;cn, is, and will 
ever be the ferment that forces individuals and classes to widen their 
horizons and seek the new roads that have brought the world to 
the degree of civilization that it attained in the nineteenth century.” 
Mosca here comes dangerously close to an acceptance of the class 
struggle idea in its gradualist version. He goes even further: when 
the democratic tendency is not too powerful and not exclusive, “it 
represents a conservative force,” inasmuch as the slow influx of quali¬ 
fied elements from below docs not endanger the stability of the 
regime; not only are they easily absorbed but they add to the power 
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of the ruling class. That way, the level of civilization may be securely 
maintained or even raised still further. The belief, so powerful in our 
time, “that every advantage due to birth can .. .be eliminated’' only 
harms the evolutionary process,®® Mosca says, and in this context, 
he pays a rather left-handed compliment to Saint-Simon as the first 
modern to enunciate clearly the idea “that in an ideally organized 
state there would be absolute correspondence between the service 
rendered by an individual and the rank he comes to occupy.. 
And Mosca—it is the tough-minded Mosca who has here the upper 
hand—though agreeing in principle, is doubtful that the human race 
is ever likely to evolve an order in which “merit” would become the 
sole criterion of reward. record shows that there is something 
in our nature that clings stubbornly to the belief in what we may call 
“biological merit.” Nor are the apostles of equality themselves im¬ 
mune from that same tendency: “Every time the democratic move¬ 
ment has Iriuinphcd, in part or in full, we have invariably seen the 
aristocratic tendency come to life again through efforts of the very 
men who had fought it and sometimes had proclaimed its suppres¬ 
sion.” 

It is here that Mosca makes the harsh remark already quoted that 
“in order to abolish privileges of birth entirely, it would be necessary 
to ... abolish the family, recognize a vagrant Venus and drop human¬ 
ity to the level of the lowest animalism.” 'Fhe sally is of course 
directed against Plato and such later Platoni/.ing works as Campa- 
nclla’s City of the Sun. But, Mosca docs not have to depend on that 
t)'pc of argument in order to defend the privilege of birth. In his dis¬ 
cussion of the antidemocratic, or aristocratic tendency, he first pre¬ 
sents a list of its demerits: the “sense of caste” which will develop in a 
narrowly defined aristocratic group; the superiority complex which 
makes the members of the caste oblivious of their duties to society 
and cuts them off from human contact with the lowly born. 'Phe self- 
imposed aloofness becomes ignorance of two kinds: one, a refusal 
to take notice of the sufferings and aspirations of the common lot of 
people, a lack of sympathy; the other a wrong notion of reality, a 
false benevolence indulging in romantic and utopian misconceptions 
about the “primitive simplicity and goodness of mankind.” Such 
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vagaries render “the ruling classes... unfit to exert any influence 
whatever on the mental and sentimental developments in the 
masscs”---in short, they lose control.*^® 

They may continue to retain their status for a while, as the French 
nobles did in the ancien regime, long after they have lost their 
social function, that is, when they had become a class of drones: 
“the most insidious enemy of all aristocracies of birth is, undoubt¬ 
edly, idleness.” There have been eulogists of noble idleness, and 
Mosca finds much merit in the theory of Miguel dc Unamuno who in 
En defensa de la harangeria pointed out how much the world owes 
to the wealthy loafer. Without them and their “conspicuous con¬ 
sumption” no fine crafts, no science, no morality.®® It is strange that 
our author gives no credit to dc Mandeville who in his famous Fable 
of the Bees propounded the same theory two hundred years before 
the great philosopher of Spain. 

But why give the name idleness, asks Mosca, to what “may be 
the noblest form of human labor”? What looks, to the superficial 
mind, like loafing may in truth be passion, “a disinterested passion” 
for pure knowledge, “labor that envisages no immediate utility” and 
yet may be the very effort which lifts us “above the status of ani¬ 
mals.” It is man’s highest type according to the Stagirite, of whom 
the author speaks here. This kind of contemplative man has had 
“the best chance to develop in people who have belonged to ruling 
classes—classes which have been so firmly established in their rule 
that some of their members could be exempted from the material 
cares of life ...” 

This is one of those unquestionably true remarks which do not 
endear Mosca to the democratic reader. Sensing this, he quickly 
turns around to reassure us that “it would be untrue and unfair to 
maintain that a disinterested passion for knowledge is not to be 
found in individuals belonging to the lower strata of society.” We 
arc most gratified to hear also that “one of the happiest applications 
of the democratic tendency would lie in enabling such individuals 
to develop their superior qualities.” But, alas, Mosca does “not be¬ 
lieve that compulsory elementary education will alone be sufficient 
to accomplish it.” ®^ For unto everyone that hath shall be given, and 
he shall have abundance: not satisfied with their two privileges. 
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birth and wealth, the dominant few arrogate to themselves genius 
too. At least they have a head start in the race for intellectual and 
moral superiority: 

It is not far-fetched to imagine that in the beginning, the upper classes, 
on whatever basis they may have been constituted, attracted many of the 
more intelligent individuals ... and that when such classes arc not her¬ 
metically sealed they arc continuously replenished with intelligent ele¬ 
ments deriving from the lower strata of society. 

In stating that the average intelligence of the higher social classes 
“becomes higher and stays higher than that of the lower classes,” 
Mosca gratefully acknowledges the influence of Otto Ammon. “The 
phenomenon of family inheritance is more striking still in the regard 
of moral qualities.” Self-restraint, honesty in dealings with sub¬ 
ordinates, and courage are some of the virtues to be found in fami¬ 
lies which have "'for long generations been able to maintain a high 
social position.” Families short in these virtues will be weeded out by 
the selective process. If that process is to go on, "the ruling class 
must have a certain stability and not be renewed every generation.” 
All this may be expressed in a "law”: 

Penetration into the upper classes by elements coming from the lower 
is helpful when it takes place in due proportion and under such conditions 
that the newcomers at once assimilate the best qualities of the old mem¬ 
bers. It is harmful when the old members arc, so to say, absorbed and 
assimilated by the newcomers. In that event an aristocracy is not replen¬ 
ished. It turns plebs.*^'"* 

The statement points up the apparent plausibility and the essential 
w'cakness of most social "laws”: it is couched in such careful, reason¬ 
able terms that nobody would want to quarrel with it. The trouble 
begins as soon as we try to apply the "law” to any concrete situation. 
Ihen the statement reveals what might be called the "fallacy of 
misplaced absoluteness.” Mosca assumes that the qualities which arc 
essential to a ruling class arc constant. So they are, but only in a very 
general way. Surely, all minorities that possess power must have 
courage, self-restraint, and intellectual capacity if they want to stay 
where they arc. The question, however, is: Courage, restraint, and 
intelligence concerning what? We answ'cr that the "what” is ever 
changing, as the author himself told us, in accordance witli the chang- 
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ing needs of the communities articulating themselves as new sock] 
forces. So the constancy of the elitist attitudes will of necessity be 
relative to the particular objectives of the social interest or interests 
prevailing during any given period. If the interests undergo a meta¬ 
morphosis, then “flic best qualifies" will be those of ''the newcom¬ 
ers,” and the old members of the ruling class will be the ones to do 
all the adapting to the changed requirements. That may indeed have 
the effect, as Mosca puts it, of transforming an aristocratic ruling 
class into a “plebs," but as he also says, that plebs will soon develop 
all the attitudes of aristocraey, that is, show constancy in the pursuit 
of the new variable. 

With these qualifications, Mosca's “law” may stand. 

Another point he makes concerns the relative “cost” of a dominant 
minority. He doubts that a new ruling class will be content with the 
same share of national wealth as had been its predecessor's. “That 
is another way of asking whether democracy is more economical for 
a society than aristocracy.” It seems the author tries here to reach 
some modus vivendi with Pareto's theory, which had found its defini¬ 
tive shape prior to the writing of the second Elementi. Pareto's dis¬ 
tinction between the foxes and the lions, symbols standing for the 
“residues of combination” and of the “persistent aggregates,” respec¬ 
tively, may have had some slight influence on Mosca's democratic 
and aristocratic “tendencies,” although our author had conceived his 
own scheme independently, if sketchily, in 1902, the same year in 
which the great rival published his first full-dress version of the theory 
of the elites (in his two-volume Systhnes socialistes). Not that it 
matters, but there is a certain amount of internal evidence suggesting 
that the traffic of ideas between Mosca and Pareto was not all one¬ 
way. Take the following assertion of the Elementi: “Ruling classes, 
whether democratic or aristocratic, which keep in power by systemat¬ 
ically favoring the interests of private individuals or small organized 
minorities at the expense of the public arc always the most costly.” 

Tliis reminds one at once of certain passages in which Pareto sizes 
up the policies of plutocratic governments: 

The individual comes to prevail, and by far, over family, community, 
nation. Material interests and interests of the present or a near future 
come to prevail over the ideal interests of community or nation and inter- 
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csts of the distant future. [Such governments] arc very expensive, since 
they must make up with chicanery, and with the money that that costs, 
for the force in which they are deficient.*® 

For once, Pareto was ahead of Mosca, his Trattato, published in 
1915-16, antedating the second Elementi by seven years. But Mosca, 
if he knew those passages at all, adapted them characteristically to 
his proper purpose by both narrowing and broadening their meaning. 
For with him, the lions as well as the foxes may be spendthrifts: 
“there is little to choose between the tendencies in that regard.” But 
simultaneously he qualifies that criticism; “The class that rules polit¬ 
ically ... must have a large enough share... to spare it from show¬ 
ing too great an attachment to... those economics which sometimes 
lower a man in the eyes of his fellows more than any amount of bad 
conduet.” ** 

A certain opulence of spending thus may be a social asset, strength¬ 
ening, not weakening, the hold the rulers have upon the people. But 
this once the author thinks it “premature... to fonnulatc a law.” In 
a particularly brilliant paragraph, he urges us to watch “for atmos¬ 
pheric changes in the times and in the peoples who live about us. 
When, for instance, a glacial calm prevails... then we may rest as¬ 
sured that the autocratic principle is prevailing too strongly;... when 
a wild wind of social equality is howling... it is evident that the 
democratic tendency is... approaching the danger point.” 

So Mosca reaches the conclusion: 

The soundness of political institutions depends upon an appropriate 
fusing and balancing of the differing but constant principles and tend¬ 
encies which arc at work in all political organisms... Violent uphc<ivals 
... arise primarily from the virtually absolute predominance of one of the 
two principles, or one of the two tendencies... 

What else is this but “the old doctrine of the golden mean, which 
judged mixed govenunents best.” Gaetano Mosca has made peace 
with Aristotle, although “there would still be the difficulty of detcr- 
niining just where the golden mean lies.” All we can do is to watch 
for the atmospheric changes, or, in other words, rely on our political 
and social instinct rather than on Aristotle, Mosca, or Pareto. 
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CLARIFICATIONS 


It is not easy to determine the main purpose of the chapter before 
the last of The Ruling Class. The subject of the one preceding it 
stood out in high relief: it was to give the doctrine of the balance 
of the social forces a still wider and, above all, a dynamic meaning 
which it did not have before. No such unifying theme could be 
ascribed to the fifth chapter of the second Elementi, characteristi¬ 
cally called ‘‘Clarifications and Polemics.'' The corresponding Eng¬ 
lish title, “Ruling Class and Individual" ^ does not do much justice to 
the vast scope of this chapter, ranging from the question of what are 
the qualifications of the leader to a discussion of Historical Mate¬ 
rialism, from Plato's “rule of the best" to the possibilities of scientific 
politics in our own time. One is reminded of a classical overture in 
which the themes and melodics of the whole opera arc joined toward 
the end in a grandiose if slightly hurly-burly stretta. 

The beginning merely seems to carry on the argument of the pre¬ 
ceding chapters. The problem of elite selection is still very much on 
Mosca's mind. lie is particularly bothered by the question of the 
links between the various strata of the ruling class. How close is the 
connection? What precisely is the interlocking mechanism operating 

7.16 



Clarifications 217 

between ruling class and masses? One should think enough has al¬ 
ready been said—short of empirieal investigation—to satisfy curiosity 
in these respects. Why is the author so intent on thrusting on us still 
more information, in the main historical, about the subject of elite 
formation? He docs not disclose his reason in so many words; it must 
be looked for in the interstices of his argument, in what he fails or 
docs not care to say. However, before arguing from Mosca's silence, 
we must first establish what he says. 

Close intellectual and moral ties, we are informed, connect the 
first and second strata of the ruling class, the top group being “more 
or less imbued with the ideas, sentiments, passions, and, therefore, 
policies” of the secondary level. History knows of not a few cases 
where the head of a political organization was a mere nonentity or 
even quite insane (such as the Roman emperors Claudius and Nero, 
England's George III). Yet the political class carried on as if nothing 
had happened in the royal or imperial palace. 

Now, to say that normally—unless the ruler is a genius—the level 
of the ruling class will be that of the second stratum is to state the 
obvious. Unless the top rulers have come from an alien race of con¬ 
querors, the upper stratum would quite naturally rise from the larger 
body (which unites in itself one or several of the indigenous social 
forces). They would rise the way a medieval king had to be first a 
primus inter pares, first among his peers, before he could become the 
absolute prince, legibus solutus. 

What is true of the small inner circle applies equally to the sec¬ 
ondary elite. Again, unless it came into existence through an act of 
conquest, it has to, and does, come from the ruled majority. To 
restate once more Mosca's general idea of the way civilizations grow: 
they crystallize out of a multitude of little power centers until sonic 
kind of unity has been achieved. ('Hie unifying agent need not be a 
central government but could be, as was the case with feudalism, a 
cultural, religious bond and institution.) 

'riiat is integration in its horizontal aspect, centripetal. The same 
process takes also a vertical direction: ])Owcr flows toward the apex 
of an ever higher-rising social pyramid. It is permissible to say that 
Mosca's law of social and political organization is identical with his 
law of the “democratic tendency.” Nor is that an accident. Whether 
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he likes it or not, his whole theory of the politieal elass has a erypto- 
demoeratie eharaeter. It is one not coneerned with eonquerors, and 
only at the very outset with the men of military valor. The politieal 
class is not even any more exclusively the wealthy class. Professional 
skills, knowledge, training have become the indispensable tools of 
politieal control, and these tools arc in the hands of the educated 
class—Mosca's class. This class is still, essentially, the middle class, 
but with education having become general, the flow of intellectual 
energies is no longer confined to it. The new elite comes from the 
masses. 

Mosca is aware of it, and he calls the connection between masses 
and the second layer of the ruling class even ‘'more certain and less 
varying than the other” (the connection between the two strata of 
the ruling class itself).- But having said that much, he becomes 
frightened. Being afraid of the “common man,” Mosca veers and 
falls back on Tainc, Renan, and even on the so severely censured 
Gumplowicz. The results of the selective process once more become 
questionable; the renewal of the ruling classes from the masses is not 
necessarily identical witli their improvement. “It is easy for a man 
to preserve certain virtues when it is materially impossible for him 
to acquire certain vices,” Mosca says, meaning that the vaunted 
moral superiority of the poor is nothing but lack of temptation. The 
real test conics wlicn the poor rise high enough above their class to 
enter “good society.” And Mosca\s test is quite exacting. It is not 
enough for the plebeians to retain their moral stamina in their new 
class surroundings: “only if they and their children arc really better 
than their new class associates, could one, with any assurance, claim 
moral superiority for the class that is ruled over the class that rules.” 
The author tersely adds: “An investigation ... docs not seem, on the 
whole, to yield results that arc at all favorable to the new arrivals.” ^ 

Apparently the reservoir from which the ruling class draws its re¬ 
sources is polluted. Woe to the alien conquerors who intermarry with 
the native stock! “Not a few examples serve to show that as long as 
a dominant class of foreign origin keeps fairly pure in blood, the 
state retains its strength and the country its prosperity, but that, as 
the class begins to fuse and confuse with indigenous elements, the 
political structure weakens and the nation falls into anarchy or comes 
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under a new foreign domination.” And if that is the case not just 
once but frequently, we must conclude “that the indigenous ele¬ 
ments ... did not possess the aptitudes and virtues required for de¬ 
veloping a native ruling class ...” ^ 

Now, that is an astounding passage. So far Mosca had not shown 
the slightest sympathy for any theories of racialism. He had rejected 
Gumplowicz because of that, although the Austrian's doctrine was 
not quite as crude as Mosca thought it was.® How shall we explain 
his sudden reversal? Does he seriously believe the fact of conquest 
proves that the conquered race could not develop its own ruling class? 

The purpose of my argument is not to expose Mosca's inconsist¬ 
ency, for I believe that inconsistency is often the price of originality, 
the very birthmark of great minds. Only the second-rater will never 
be caught in any contradiction. Mosca's lapse into racialism is no 
contradiction of his basic faith; rather it is evidence that Mosca's 
central theoretical assumption itself is made up of elements so con¬ 
tradictory that their reconciliation seems impossible. And the expla¬ 
nation of that conflict cannot be found within the context of the 
author's doctrine—the dichotomy is the result of influences best 
studied by the method of the sociology of knowledge. Mosca's ambi¬ 
guities must be seen in the context of his precarious middle-class 
position, between the old aristocracy of privilege which he admiringly 
combats, and the new elite of plebeians, in his terms a negative elite 
that threatens to replace both the old ruling class and his own kind, 
the men of cultured substance. His concern must border on despair 
indeed if he could disregard what he himself had written about ruling 
classes which refuse to open their gates to new social elements, and 
how society dies of attrition if those gates remain “steadfastly closed 
and stationary.'' ® 

Not only that, he also forgets the warning he uttered in this same 
chapter: 'The history of human societies is very complicated, and 
very diverse are the material, moral, and intelleetual factors that help 
to determine its development.” It is a view which should exclude 
the unicausal explanation of historical events, such as the absence 
of political capacity in conquered races. Many other factors may con¬ 
tribute to the fall of empire—technological discrepancy between the 
conquered and the conquerors for instance; the superiority in that 
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respect, say, of the Mongol hordes would hardly qualify their rule 
as one of cultural and moral superiority. 

Otherwise, the chapter is replete with very cogent observations. 
Tlic greatness of a statesman may be measured, Mosca says, by his 
“success in transforming ruling classes by improving the methods by 
which they were recruited and by perfecting their organization.” In 
that sense, Augustus was a man of greatness, for “he revived the old 
Roman ruling class, which had been decimated by almost a century 
of civil warfare, by introducing new elements into it.” Vespasian, too, 
comes in for praise because he “raised representatives from many of 
the more illustrious families of Italy to senatorial rank.” ® Again, the 
author almost but not quite succeeds in reaping the full benefits of 
his own method. What Vespasian did was to broaden but also to 
lower the basis of the ruling class, by drawing the provincial notables 
into the second stratum, to which he had himself just barely be¬ 
longed.® 

In this connection Mosca shows that his lapse into unicausal ex¬ 
planation of historical events was only accidental, for he makes it 
very clear that even the most consummate practitioner of statecraft 
may be helpless if the situation is beyond repair. This time, he ex¬ 
ploits the advantages of his own method to the full in using the 
example of Byzantium. As long as “its ruling classes still retained ... 
considerable resources in intellectual power and patriotism, and the 
subject peoples were still able to supply large revenues to the public 
treasury and nuincrous soldiers to the army,” the Empire could hold 
out. But when those classes were “run down,” the end was only a 
matter of time.^® 

In other words, to spell out what the author fails to say, but clearly 
wishes to convey: Tlic upper stratum of the ruling class depends 
upon the lower; both in turn depend upon the common people: if 
these arc vigorous, the ruling class can perform wonders; if they arc 
abused, finis imperii. 

By implication Mosca says, although he would deny it fiercely and 
accuse us of indulging in polemics with him rather than of offering 
clarifications: The doctrine of the ruling class is a myth, in the sense 
that it directs attention to a single aspect of the social process which 
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is slated to epitomize and symbolize the working of the whole. It is 
however not the whole but a mere part, although perhaps the most 
intelligible and enticing part. But taken by itself, the ruling elite is 
not an ''intelligible field of study”; since it docs not function in a 
void, we must be careful not to lose sight of the total context. 


Different Standards, Different Elites 

It is not only the aristocratic and the democratic tendencies that 
arc at war in Mosca's mind; there are also (as the reader has already 
had more than one occasion to observe) the relativist and tlie ab¬ 
solutist Mosca. This time the relativist is in charge, as the discussion 
once more turns to the criteria for admission to the ruling class. 'Fhc 
author calls essential "the capacity for hard work and a constant 
determination to rise in the world and to cling to one's place at the 
top when one gets there.” One might get the impression that 
Mosca took his cue from Robert Michels' very similar list of pre¬ 
requisites for power, except that he had already, in the first Eleineuti, 
mentioned "certain intellectual qualities, such as readiness of per¬ 
ception and keenness of observation,” and certain "other qualities 
... tenacity of purpose, self-confidence and above all, activity ** 
Now he adds to his list still "other qualities, which vary greatly ac¬ 
cording to time and places...” Tliat is so because the requisites of 
leadership must vary in accordance with the "needs and natures” of 
the various epochs and societies. Again, the formula which sums up 
Mosca's viewpoint in this matter has the true Aristotelian ring: “In 
general, in every society, circumstances being equal, success is re¬ 
served for individuals who possess in eminent degree the endowments 
which, in that society at that particular time, are most widely diffused 
and most highly esteemed.” 

The statement has that certain blandncss of the answer which pre¬ 
tends to settle everything while in fact it only raises a new question. 
Why arc the endowments which make for success "most highly 
esteemed”? Is it because they are "the most widely diffused” ones? 
But that docs not automatically follow, unless there is a moral pre¬ 
mium on success, no matter how achieved. That is, of course, not 
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what the author has in mind. No less than Aristotle, he is conscious 
of the conflict between the ‘‘good man” and the “good citizen.” 

If the “most widely diffused” qualities are to be identical with the 
“most highly esteemed,” a moral compromise is clearly indicated. 
Mosca has prepared for it by his remarkably suggestive simile of the 
“alloy.” He used it first in his discussion of parties and religious sects. 
If they are to endure, he wrote in the first Elementi, “there must be 
a fusion, in certain amounts, of lofty sentiments and low passions, of 
precious metal and base metal—otherwise the alloy will not stand 
the wear and tear.” This rule is generalized and applied to all politi¬ 
cal elites: “a ruling nucleus that is really well organized must find a 
place within itself for all sorts of characters...” 

The second Elementi carries that idea a step further. Our moral 
sense will most readily approve of qualities in others which are most 
akin to those we know to be our own. “It is not possible to grasp the 
noblest qualities of human intelligence and character if they are 
totally foreign to our natures.” Such inability may lead to a complete 
reversal of conventions. In a passage very much reminiscent of a 
famous statement in Mind and Society^ our author writes: 

Where slyness, intrigue and eharlatanry are the common rule and 
highly prized, the slyest man, the best intriguer, the most perfect char¬ 
latan, will, other things being equal, make a great success. If the majority 
believe that deceit is the royal road to fortune, those who excel in the 
art of deception will most often be the ones to make their mark.'® 

We know already that, in Mosca's book, democracy is so objection¬ 
able mainly because it seems to promote precisely that appeal to the 
base instincts which makes the good fortune of the demagogue. 

But, fortunately, “there is and there will always be a relative jus¬ 
tice in societies that are fairly well organized.” That justice will 
reflect the average morality of people bent upon a modicum of de¬ 
cency. The author explains this still further by employing one more 
simile. lie speaks of “white” and “black magic” now, no longer of 
the “alloy,” although his conclusion is the same. “We know that 
there is... a white magic that is based on the higher qualities of 
mind and character, and a black that is based on the lower.” Agree¬ 
ing with the Stagirite, he does not assume that the good man and 
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the perfect citizen will often coincide in one and the same person: 
“Probably white magic has never really been very effective... unless 
it has been mixed with a little of the black ..But average morality 
will keep the dose of black magic at a minimum; when it ‘comes to 
be too much used... public taste rebels and the individual who 
relies on the mixture is then disqualified, much as a gambler is dis¬ 
qualified when he cheats at cards/' Wc must at least try to seem 
better than we are, adds Mosca, taking a leaf from The Prince, and 
he speaks seriously of “the arts of white magic" which bring luck to 
the practitioner.^® 

Mosca's relativistic detachment reaches its high point when he 
calmly contemplates a situation in which "the arts of black magic 
arc more common and so more tolerated." Again, he assumes ab¬ 
solute identity between private and public morality, and between 
the morals of the people and of the elite. The latter arc no better 
and no worse than the majority of their ruled subjects. Mosca, at 
this particular point, is careful not to advance any claim of moral 
superioriW for his clitc.^*’ He is, accordingly, forced to reject all hopes 
for a rule of the best as utterly utopian, whether these hopes remain 
sheer speculation, as with Plato, or arc being taken seriously and 
made into the main objective of political reform or revolutionary 
schemes. "All that we can justly ask of our superiors is that they 
should not fall below the average moral level of the society they 
govern ..The best thing is to translate the term "best" into "best 
fitted to govern,” and in doing so, the author makes quite sure that 
the best in that sense arc "by no means... the ‘best' individuals 
intellectually, much less the ‘best’ individuals morally.” What dis¬ 
tinguishes the born ruler is not so much a sense of justice, or altrnisin, 
or even "extent of knowledge or broadness of view" as certain other 
gifts, like "perspicacity, a ready intuition of individual and mass psy¬ 
chology, strength of will and, c.specially, confidence in oneself." 
Gactnno Mosca never was more close to Machiavclli than in this pro¬ 
nouncement which he caps by direct reference to the Florentine scc- 
rctar\- who "with good reason .. .put into the mouth of Cosimo dci 
Medici the much quoted remark, that states arc not ruled with prayer- 
books.” 21 
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End of an Era 

In 1928, six years after the March on Rome, the Committee for 
Political and Organization Questions of the Interparliamentary Union 
asked five European authorities in the field of “political economy*' 
to write about the subject of “the crisis through which the parlia¬ 
mentary system is now passing in almost every country.” The result 
of the inquiry was a slender volume comprising the contributions of 
one Englishman, Harold Laski, one Swiss, Charles Bourgeaud, M. F. 
Larnaiide of Paris University, and M. J. Bonn speaking for Germany; 
Gaetano Mosca is the Italian representative in that distinguished 
company, llic symposium was published that same year in Switzer- 
land.^^ 

An inspection reveals Mosca's contribution to be a facsimile of the 
last chapter of The Ruling Class. The differences between the two 
pieces arc purely verbal. But it is that very fact that makes the 1928 
pronounccnicnt so remarkable. In 1923, when the second Elementi 
appeared, the future character of Mussolini's government, then barely 
one year old, could hardly be anticipated. Ihat makes certain stric¬ 
tures against neo-absolutism and syndicalism in the final chapter of 
that volume all the more prophetic. But it took no courage yet to 
make those criticisms; Italy was then still a free country. To repeat 
the same indictments five years later was an altogether different affair. 
To be sure, the word bascisni is never mentioned, but no reader 
could have been in doubt as to the real target of the author's 1928 
remarks. That took some courage in a man who was then, techni¬ 
cally, still a member of the Senate and who could have used that 
pretext or pleaded his old age in order to avoid unpleasant contro¬ 
versy. But not only did he seek it then, in 1928, but three years 
earlier had given battle on the very Senate floor. 

The grand occasion was the law proposed to strengthen the pre¬ 
rogatives of the prime minister, but actually to give the Ducc dicta¬ 
torial powers to wipe out the opposition stirred up by the outrage 
of the Mattcotti murder. Mosca's speech rejecting the proposal was 
a masterpiece of dignity and firmness, made no less impressive by the 
fact that the address was the swan song of our author's parliamentary 
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career. One more thing is remarkable about that senatorial peroration: 
in the teeth of the new tyrant, Gaetano Mosca took the opportunity 
to speak in defense of the very system which he had attacked through¬ 
out his life. He could have stood on his record as the Cassandra of 
democracy. Instead, he chose to follow in the way of the old prophet 
who had set out to pronounce a curse and instead was moved to utter 
a blessing. 

The words pronounced by Gaetano Mosca on December 25, 1925, 
arc memorable words. Nobody of his calibre rose in the Gemian 
Reichstag to protest, in 1933, Adolf Hitler’s similar Ermachtigiings- 
gesetz. 

No one, said Mosca, will object to a modification of the parlia¬ 
mentary regime. He had himself been advocating various measures 
designed to strengthen the executive power, to make it more inde¬ 
pendent of the vagaries of parliament. But now the tables were to be 
completely turned: the chamber was to lose its influence altogether. 
Its agenda was not only to be modified and limited by the new law, 
the chamber was to give up its right to initiate legislation. Another 
drastic change affected the position of the monarch. The new law 
made the prime minister all-powerful: he would no longer need the 
confidence of the king who appointed him. 

Instead, the elcarly stated intention is for the liead of the state to 
leave [the premier! in charge of affairs as long as the economic, political, 
and moral forces which carried him to power do not desert liiin. As long 
as all those forces ... found expression in the votes of parliament, the 
situation was quite clear. But once those forces arc no longer represented 
by parliament, then one would like to know: How arc they represented? 

To a mind as much imbued with liberal ideas as that of our author 
the reply that social forces could express themselves outside the rep¬ 
resentative regime, in the mass organization of a revolutionary party, 
would have been incomprehensible. All he could see was that “the 
king was no longer to have the free choice of his government, which 
in turn would no longer depend on the votes of parliament.” 

Mosca speaks “with a certain emotion because, let us be frank, we 
take part in the funeral rites of a form of government. I should not 
have thought possible that I would be the one to deliver the funeral 
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oration on the parliamentary regime... I, who have always taken 
a harsh attitude toward it, I am today obliged to lament its depar¬ 
ture." ^4 

But then he proceeds from lament to eulogy. Ilis step is circum¬ 
spect but firm as he approaches his antagonist. We may imagine at 
this point a tensing of atmosphere in the first chamber. 'Hie majority 
of his distinguished colleagues, Mosca knew well, had already made 
up their minds to vote for the insidious measure and thus to make 
true the Roman proverb: ruere in servitutem, to volunteer for 
slavery. A small band must have felt like Mosca, for the minutes note 
occasional approval of his speech, applause which scarcely could 
relieve the anguish of these men who knew the predetermined out¬ 
come of the session. As for the victors in the seats of government, 
they may have thought: let the oldtimer spciik his piece, what do we 
care about mere words. 

But the oldtimer did care, for with each of his words went a deeply 
meaningful part of his life. However, if his heart felt agony, his head 
remained as clear as ever. Gaetano Mosca spoke as if he were address¬ 
ing his habitual academic audience, treating in judicious terms a 
remote problem of historical research. And how else could one under¬ 
stand the present, not to speak of future hopes, if not in terms 
of centuries! In this mind great political decisions were not a mere 
matter of the moment but the contribution to or wasting of a great 
inheritance. 

'‘A form of govennnent," he said, “can be judged only in one way: 
by comparing it with both its predecessor and successor. To speak 
of the latter would be premature. As to the predecessor, it was such 
that one may say in all sincerity: the parliamentary regime was 
better." 

Before advancing any further, Mosca once more makes certain of 
his ground. Nobody could accuse him of a change of mind toward 
the representative regime. He said that it had been operating well 
until the First World War; then it had “suffered a degeneration," 
partly caused by that great cataclysm which shook the political ter¬ 
rain to the foundations. But not to forget: human error played a 
major part too, beeause “two enormous blunders were committed, 
one immediately before, the second right after the war: I am referring 
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to the introduction of universal suffrage and proportional representa¬ 
tion.” 

Again the minutes register approval. Many liberals among the 
Senators may have used the opportunity to go on record as good 
patriots who condemned what they had adored for so long. By howl¬ 
ing with the wolves, these men tried to establish a belated alibi. If 
so, their cheers were premature. For after saying that “the system 
of parliamentary representation neither must nor can remain imper¬ 
vious to change,” the speaker added a great But. Changes, he said, 
can be radical and rapid, or they can be slow, deliberate. “That is a 
question of the utmost gravity which fills my soul with anguish and 
which, in my own opinion, the opinion of a lifelong adversary of 
the parliamentary regime, should be resolved in favor of judicious 
moderation.” 

After having shot his bolt, Mosca becomes once more the histori¬ 
cal observer. In the slightly mocking but benevolent tone of the elder 
statesman he addresses now the younger generation which “believes 
that it knows everything, can change everything, and has nothing to 
learn from the past...” As befits the learned man, he couches his 
last warning in a classical quotation. It is taken from the IliacL 
Hector's farewell to his baby son Astyanax becomes the text of 
Gaetano Mosca's valedictory: “Then may men say of him. Tar 
greater is he than his father'...'' 

Is he talking with his tongue in cheek? I doubt it. Gaetano Mosca 
was a good Italian who would not desire the ruin of his country just 
so he could say “I told you so.” Ilis own faith in liberty remained 
unshaken: “For my part, if I should approve the new law before us, 
I would act against my conscience, and therefore I cannot vote for 

Polite applause marks the end of a gallant speech commemorating 
the end of an era. 


The Power of Illusion 

In his contribution to the Interparliamentary Symposium Mosca 
twice refers the reader to his Eleinenti. It is indeed there that we will 
find the complete argument for and against the liberal regime, llic 
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period which saw it arise and flourish was, we are informed, in spite 
of all deficiencies, “one of the greatest and most magnificent of all 
the eras that humanity has traversed.” And that is true even though 
the democratic aspirations, “majority government and absolute polit¬ 
ical equality, two of the mottos that the century inseribed on its 
banners, were not achieved, because they could not be achieved .. 
Nor could it have come easy to our author “to admit the great bene¬ 
fits which constitute the undying glory of the nineteenth eentury as 
a result of the very illusions that guided it.” But Mosca did admit 
those benefits unflinchingly: “The ranks of the ruling classes have 
been held open. Tlie barriers that kept individuals of the lower elass 
from entering the higher have been either removed or lowered.” 

The democratic dream did after all have practical results. 

Under the new system, the political class was “divided ... into two 
distinct branches, one issuing from popular suffrage, the other from 
bureaucratic appointment.” One remembers Mosca's earlier dispar¬ 
agement of democratic check and balances. Now he has come around 
to the view that the democratic and the bureaucratic system of select¬ 
ing leaders “has not only permitted a better utilization of individual 
capacities; it has also made it possible to distribute tlie sovereign 
functions, or powers, of the state, and that distribution ... constitutes 
the chief virtue of representative systems.”®® 

What about that state’s effective range, what about its efficiency? 
According to the classical interpretation, the liberal state was a weak 
state, limited to the policing function—not to be compared in power 
with its autocratic counterpart. The strength was in the free, self¬ 
regulating forces of society. 

"^riiat is not at all the view of the mature Mosca. Liberalism “has 
permitted the establishment of a strong state, which has been able 
to canalise immense sums of individual energies toward purposes 
related to the collective interest.” In the original, that sentence is 
even more impressive, because Mosca speaks of una forma di Stato 
fortissima, a superlatively strong state, which, however, “has not 
trampled on those [individual] energies;... it has left them with 
sufficient vitality to achieve remarkable results in other fields, notably 
in the scientific, literary, and economic fields.” The emphasis on 
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‘‘the collective interest” is a significant, highly original interpreta¬ 
tion of the liberal state by a liberal like Mosca. It antedates by several 
decades the interpretation which made a collectivist of Lockc.^^ 

All this sounds as if the magnificent achievements of ''the age that 
is now closing” had been “due in large part to the beneficent effects 
of [its] political system.” But this time Mosca avoids the inonocausal 
trap and declares: “it might be more accurate to think of a number 
of different causes functioning simultaneously.” Pareto and Max 
Weber, who both hold doctrines of interdependence, would have 
heartily agreed with Mosca’s saying that “representative systems were 
able to function regularly... because cultural and economic condi¬ 
tions ... were such as to enable them to function in that manner.” 
They would likewise have agreed with his conclusion that the func¬ 
tioning of the political regime in turn enhanced the functioning of 
all the cxtragovcrninental forces of society. For that is what our 
author must have had in mind when he suggests: “That would lx* 
another of the many cases where the effect becomes cause and the 
cause effect.” 

Next, Mosca tries to find an explanation for the rapid decline of a 
system that had such outstanding merits. He blames it on what 
Daniel Ilalevy has called the “acceleration of the historic process” 
in our tinic.^** We have been traveling too slowly in some countries 
but too rapidly in most. In Mosca's words: “Only by slow and con¬ 
tinuous transformations of their political systems can peoples avoid 
periods of rapid disintegration accompanied by violent crises that 
bring untold suffering to the generations that have to undergo 
them ...” Contemporary Russia would be the outstanding instance 
of a country wliosc political organization broke down catastrophi¬ 
cally because it had not passed through the necessary stage of a “slow 
and continuous transformation.” Everywhere else, Mosca would say, 
the democratic process went too far too fast. And that was, to a 
great extent, due to the perverse softness and short-sightedness of 
those in power. Thus “the ruling classes in a number of European 
countries were stupid enough and cowardly enough to accept the 
eight-hour day after the World War, when the nations had been 
terribly impoverished and it was urgent to intensify labor and produc- 
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tion.” The obvious retort that the ruling classes had to yield to the 
demands of the well-organized big unions, if not to the sentiment of 
a war weary population, would not satisfy the author. Not proletarian 
strength but their own flirting with the postulates of the class enemy 
was the undoing of the ruling classes. Asking in vain for an explana¬ 
tion of the puzzling question, why “the European bourgeoisie should 
have offered such feeble and spasmodic resistance to the spread of 
socialist doctrines,” Mosca here sounds like a man for whom he had 
little liking: Georges Sorel.^® 

And like Sorcl in his post-syndicalist period, Mosca realized that 
there was, outside the Catholic Church, only one force left in Eu¬ 
rope which could possibly restore cohesion to the fast disintegrating 
body politic. Mosca calls that force “patriotism.” When he wrote, 
it was still “hazardous, and perhaps inconsistent with the facts, to 
assert that the middle classes in Europe have had any clear or definite 
awareness of the great moral obstacle that patriotism offers to the 
progress of socialism.” But he remembers well “that, beginning with 
the early years of the twentieth century, a powerful awakening of 
patriotic feeling was observable in the educated youth of almost all 
the European countries.” 

That revival was particularly vigorous in Italy, where it was cen¬ 
tered in small literary elites grouped around reviews like Leonardo 
and La Voce, edited by Prczzoliiii and Papini. That current, which 
became a major movement under the distinguished leadership of 
Corradini, was well known to Gaetano Mosca, for his works, with 
those of Pareto and Sorcl, were first presented to a nonacademic 
public by Giovanni Prczzoliiii in La Voce.^^ It seems strange that 
Mosca, with his dislike of democracy and socialism, did not greet 
the patriotic renaissance with more enthusiasm. The answer is 
that Gaetano Mosca was a patriot but not a nationalist: “Unfor¬ 
tunately, love of country ... often goes hand in hand with diffidence 
toward other countries and sometimes with hatred of them.” Mosca 
does not claim that this exaggerated patriotism caused World War 
I, but “the ovcrcxcitation of these patriotic sentiments undoubtedly 
helped to create the moral and intellectual atmosphere that brought 
on the World War.” 
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Three Evils 

There may, however, be another reason why our author refused to 
identify himself with the unique cohesive force of patriotic sentiment. 
One may suspect it had something to do with the mass movement 
which had conquered Italy just before publication of the second 
Elementi That mass movement, never once called by its name by 
Mosca, had incorporated into its own cadres most of the nationalistic 
groups of postwar Italy; it had annexed their gestures and their slo¬ 
gans, leaving their inventor, Gabriele D'Annunzio, to his memories 
of Finnic. But the new alloy. Fascism, contained, in addition to the 
national ingredient, still another clement. Without it, the blend 
might have been less unacceptable to Mosca; like other famous luiro- 
pcans, he might have looked upon Fascism as the “lesser evil" in 
comparison with communism. 

This brings us to his theory of “the three evils." Surveying the 
European situation of World War I, Mosca finds: 

. .. but three possible solutions of a radical nature for the present 
political crisis. One .. . has already been resorted to in Russia—the “dic¬ 
tatorship of the proletariat," so-called ... The second would be a return 
to old-fashioned bureaucratic absolutism. 'Hie third would ])c syndicalism, 
in other words, a replacement of individual representation l)y class repre¬ 
sentation in legislative assemblies.'^’* 

Now, of these solutions. Fascism accepted mnnbers two and three, 
combining them and the old nationalist element into one system, 
with the Fascist party acting in lieu of the regimented social forces 
as the new Italian ruling class. 

Mosca's reaction to the new regime is as complex as its own char¬ 
acter. He is an anti-Fascist, because he rejects authoritarianism. But 
his distaste of the authoritarian element cannot compare in vigor 
with his antisyndicalist bias. How could one trust men who posed 
as anti-Marxists while at the same time endorsing syndicalist princi¬ 
ples? The Mussolini who made war on socialists had Mosca's plau¬ 
dits, but his schemes of corporate representation threw our author 
into a confusion which he was not able to resolve. One reason was 
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that he had, like many of his time, including Georges Sorel, the 
wrong idea about the true nature of the Bolshevik regime; misled by 
such manifestations as workers' control, he took for syndicalism what 
was only early anarchy, soon to be extirpated by the Communist 
dictatorship. A note which Mosca added to the third edition of the 
Elementi (1939) Jind which is, unfortunately, missing in the English 
version, reflects Mosca's doubts about the “anti-Bolshevism" of the 
new, fascist dictatorships: “In Europe," he says, “those regimes which 
are in fact authoritarian gain ground steadily [because] they know 
better how to combat Bolshevism, the prime danger for modern Euro¬ 
pean civilization." But he adds that those regimes, in order to combat 
the enemy, “had to adopt some of his very methods." 

Tlicsc methods, call them bolshcvist or syndicalist, are essentially 
of a plebeian nature. In the last resort, they all go back to democratic 
misconceptions of man and society. “The bureaucratic and military 
dictatorship...," Mosca predicts, “would not be like any of the 
various forms of representative government... It would be a sort 
of 'Caesarism,' such as prevailed in France during the First Empire, 
and, in more moderate form, during the Second Empire down to 
1868 ... Tliis new Caesarism ... might even try to find a legal basis 
for itself in a popular referendum, or plebiscite, as the two Na¬ 
poleonic Caesarisms did." The words which Mosca will speak in the 
Senate two years later are anticipated, almost literally, when he writes 
that “under those forms of government parliament had purely dec¬ 
orative functions ... Liberty becomes a mere word devoid of any prac¬ 
tical significance." The fascist doctrine is exposed as an attempt to 
hitch dictatorship to the old trusted chariot of democracy: “In such 
a case we would be going back to the old absolutist system, perhaps 
under a mask of popular sovereignty." 

Fascism is the daughter—or is it the son?—of mass democracy. 

The mass base of the new regime was clear to Mosca even before 
Mussolini showed his hand. Speculating about what might happen 
in the event of a further decline of the middle class, the author 
writes: “We would have either a plutocratic dictatorship, or else a 
bureaucratic-military dictatorship, or else a demagogic dictatorship 
by a few experts in mob leadership ... Worse still, there might be a 
combination of two of these dictatorships, or indeed of all three." 
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When Mosca wrote these lines he could not yet be sure how closely 
he had hit home, and therefore he refrained from calling Fascism 
by its name. Afterwards that would have meant incurring martyrdom. 
Those who have never lived under totalitarian thought control may 
well afford heroic postures. Those of us who have know that mere 
silence also has its agonies. 


The Legacy 

Firmly believing in the superiority of the political and territorial 
system of representation over one employing economic, functional 
criteria, Gaetano Mosca ponders finally the question of how the ail¬ 
ing liberal regime could be restored to its old influence. That quest 
involves a diagnosis of the causes for so many people having lost 
faith in liberal institutions. ''The war did not create the germs of dis¬ 
solution from which the representative system is now suffering. Like 
any other system it contained those germs within itself... llie war 
simply rendered them more virulent.” 

Tlic task of reconstruction is, as Mosca knows well, *'not an easy 
one.” Tlie middle class, without which, he thinks, no political class 
could be formed, was decimated by the war and the inflation follow¬ 
ing it. Hence a general revival of the ICuropcan economy would be 
imperative, in order to make possible the economic rchabilitalion 
of the middle class. Otherwise, the representative regime could not 
survive. But if it was not merely to survive but also to improve, cer¬ 
tain reforms were mandatory. Mosca has a small list of proposals 
ready which he offers with a certain diffidence. They arc quite mod¬ 
est, more so than the urgency of the case would suggest. Hie free¬ 
dom of the press must be preserved, but the press must be held 
strictly responsible for libel. The right of free assembly must be so 
defined as to prevent well-organized offenders of the law from ter¬ 
rorizing society and intimidating the government. 

Remembering that Mosca used to “regard the granting of universal 
suffrage as a mistake,” the reader will be gratified to learn that “one 
could not go back on it without committing a second mistake which 
might have unforeseeable consequences ...” 

A temporary remedy for the crisis may be found in the return, for 
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a brief period, of “strong government” which would help “to restore 
or provide conditions that will enable the representative system to 
function normally in a near future.” 

Did Mosca, for a fleeting moment, see the new Prime Minister, 
Benito Mussolini, preside over a “caretaker government” entrusted 
with the mandate to restore the representative regime “in a near 
future”? It almost seems that way, for Mosca makes a reference to 
Rome, where “in the best days of the republic, brief periods of dic¬ 
tatorship were not infrequent.” 

But he knew that no reform of the political machinery, no dicta¬ 
tor, old or new style, could revive the liberal regime if the political 
class did not respond to the call of history. And so, having reached 
the end of the long trail, the author, on the page before the last 
of his monumental work, addresses himself to his ruling class—the 
one which knows, or ought to know its duty. Mosca the relativist 
steps aside and lets the absolutist Mosca have the floor for the great 
peroration. 

Some critics of The Prince have said that Machiavclli's final appeal 
to his fellow countrymen was out of tune with the rest of the work. 
The same might be said of the final exhortation of The Ruling Class. 
But that fine piece of writing will seem inconsistent with the whole 
only to those who see in Gaetano Mosca a philosopher of power 
rather than a moralist. He may, at times, have flirted with the hard, 
pragmatic view of Machiavclli’s politics. But when he finally came 
face to face with naked power in the years of red- and black¬ 
shirt terror, he recoiled in horror and became the moralist again, 
who cannot help but believe in a normative regime of values. 

It is the moralist who never had been doubting that: 

... the ruling class must rid itself of many of its prejudices and change 
its psychological attitude. It must... gain a clear conception of its rights 
and duties. It will never be able to do that unless it can raise the level 
of its political competence and understanding... It must be able to see 
a little beyond its immediate interests... 

Did Mosca actually believe that these were realistie expectations? 
Apparently he did. “Every generation produces a certain number of 
generous spirits... Such individuals make up a small moral and in¬ 
tellectual aristocracy, which keeps humanity from rotting... Rarely 
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do members of such aristocracies attain the outstanding positions in 
political life, but they render a perhaps more effective service in the 
world by molding the minds... of their contemporaries, so that in 
the end they succeed in forcing their programs upon those who rule 
the state.” ■‘® 

One sees that the author is no longer talking to and of the ruling 
class. He speaks, like E. M. Forster, of another aristocracy, which has 
no power, but whose “members arc to be found in all nations and 
classes, and all through the ages, and there is a secret understanding 
between them when they meet. They represent the true human tra¬ 
dition, the one permanent victory of our queer race over cruelty 
and chaos... On they go—an invincible army, yet not a victorious 
one... Their kingdom, though they never possess it, is the wide- 
open world.” 

Tlic real ruling class of Gaetano Mosca is the class that never actu¬ 
ally rules. But it will rale, eventually, vicariously. Tlrat is their faith, 
or at least, Gaetano Mosca’s faith, which cannot be refuted by pedes¬ 
trian argument. 

Once more the doctrine of the ruling class becomes a myth. 




Part Three; Old Age 




11 

THE GREAT COMPANIONS 


Dramatic as his senatorial valedictory to liberty had been, the year 
1927, not 1925, was the one in which the long, distinguished parlia¬ 
mentary career of Gaetano Mosca finally came to an end. Why did 
he stay at his post during those two years? lie must have hoped to 
be of some use to his nation even after freedom had been lost. By 
1927 these hopes had patently worn threadbare, and the elder states- 
man—then almost seventy—retired to spend all the rest of his time 
and energy in teaching and writing. One major work and several long 
essays testify to his unbroken intellectual vigor and curiosity. Unen¬ 
cumbered by civic responsibilities, the author undertook to fill a gap 
in his impressive list of publications. So far, they had been mainly 
concerned with the elaboration of his own ]X)litical philosophy— 
always projected, to be sure, upon the background of a thorough in¬ 
stitutional analysis. Now for the first time, Mosca turns to writing 
a condensed but systematic survey of the doctrines that preceded 
his. 

"i’wo practical considerations may have prompted him to execute the 
project. First, as he had been teaching a course in the history of politi¬ 
cal ideas, an introductory text, written for the benefit of his own un- 
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dcrgraduates, grew naturally out of class notes taken by assistants.^ 
Second, preoccupation with the past was the characteristic answer of 
the intellectual to dictatorial censorship. There seemed to be so little 
scope for heresy in a discussion of such remote subjects as, say, Plato 
or Rousseau. But on the other hand, there remained just a chance 
to illustrate some pressing problem of the present, without naming 
it outright, in terms of Plato or Rousseau. It must be said that, unlike 
the regimes of Hitler or Stalin, Mussolini's either was more liberal 
in intellectual matters, or possibly the Fascist masterminds were 
simply shrewder than their Communist and Nazi colleagues in per¬ 
mitting a restricted sphere to exist within which “objective" research 
of a strictly apolitical nature was still possible. 

The History of Political Doctrines posed no problems for the cen¬ 
sor. It was no clandestine anti-Fascist tract. But if our author scorned 
the use of the Aesopian language, neither did he change his well- 
known colors. The old liberal wrote not a single word to irk the Duce, 
as Benedetto Croce did so often in La Critica. On the other hand, 
he did not take back anything he had professed before. The work 
shows marks of great restraint; it hardly ever goes beyond a factual 
account of what his predecessors thought. The brevity of these por¬ 
trayals sometimes borders upon the perfunctory. But then, the work 
did not claim to make any novel contributions to political philosophy. 
It was a precis meant for student consumption and no morc.^ For 
our own purpose the book retains its importance because Gaetano 
Mosca wrote it; the greatness of an author may be studied with great 
profit even in his more ephemeral productions. We know Mosca's 
mind by now, we know his style sufficiently well to guess what is in 
his mind even though he may refrain from any comment; his very 
silence will be eloquent. The impression of a certain aridity will soon 
yield to respect for the calm, sclf-cfFaciiig attitude that persists 
throughout. Or so we think as we approach the work which ends 
with a synopsis of the author s own political philosophy. It is his last 
word in the matter, and he never spoke his mind more lucidly 

'Fhe book is organized in forty chapters, some only three pages 
long, and none running over eighteen. That gives an idea how com¬ 
pressed the subject matter is. The longest chapters are, significantly, 
those devoted to the subjects about which the author was particii- 
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larly anxious and which he had been examining in special studies: 
Machiavelli, Thomas Morus, Marx, and modern racist theories.^ 

Two more characteristics of the work ought to be mentioned: un¬ 
like so many political theorists, our author pays the closest attention 
to the history of institutiom. lie docs what Bertrand Russell, in his 
own comparative work, promises to do but docs not quite accom¬ 
plish.® The two works belong not only topically but also in terms 
of their specific weight to the same class. What Mosca docs not know 
about philosophy, he makes up for by his greater knowledge of politi¬ 
cal and social data. lie neither overrates nor underrates the power 
of ideas; what matters to him is the interplay of intellectual and 
moral forces on the one hand, and material forces on the other. 'I’hc 
proper balance of the two assures ‘'cohesion'' in society.” 

The study of that interpenetration is, in a way, influenced by Marx 
and his exaggerated emphasis on the economic “variable"; Mosca 
was only one of a great host of bourgeois scholars like Max Weber 
and Pareto who took up the Marxian challenge and tried to restore 
the nonmatcrial factors to their role as ccjual codetenninants of the 
political and social process. With Mosca, the result of that attempt 
was not, as in the ease of Weber and Pareto, an elaborated system; 
to the end he “played it by car," falling back, if necessary, on his 
early positivist self-assurance rather than getting involved in problems 
of epistemology and method. Ibis refusal, which may have been 
due to a subconscious recognition of his limitations, gives the work of 
Gaetano Mosca its peculiar note of diffidence and even truculence—- 
but it is diffidence toward pontification, and the truculence is that of 
a man who refuses to be taken in. 'Phe heritage of the cnliglitcnment, 
the sublime eonfidcnce in lumiaii reason and perfectibility has given 
way to scepticism. But it is a scepticism in turn blended with a moral 
heritage which, somehow, did survive the acid test of ninetcenth- 
centur}' materialism. What unifies all these potentially conflicting 
elements is difficult to say. Words easily suggest tbeinsclves. We 
might say that Gaetano Mosca's strength lies in his humanisiu, but 
that would explain very little. He has been praised for his common 
sense and for his relaxed, humorous indulgence of the human animal. 
But under the calm serene surface of The Riding ClasSy as well as of 
the smaller work under discussion, we can sense great passions at 
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work, pain, and much frustration. There is no one single formula that 
would fit Gaetano Mosca. 

Not with the Greeks ... 

The other thing to be said in praise of the History is its insistence 
that the study of Western eivilization does not and must not start 
with the Greeks. Since Arnold Toynbee that view has become a com¬ 
monplace, but one could mention many renowned works of political 
theory written after Mosca which still date the beginning of our 
world from Socrates and Plato. In contrast to them, Mosca goes into 
prehistory ^ and then devotes two chapters to the great oriental mon¬ 
archies and their class organization, as he had done in the Teorica 
and in both volumes of the Elementi. He docs not make the cheap 
excuse that those civilizations had not left a written record of politi¬ 
cal philosophy. Like Vico, but availing himself of the evidence not 
yet accessible to the Neapolitan, he reconstructs the social and politi¬ 
cal development of early cultures from their legal and religious in¬ 
stitutions.” 

Turning to Greek history, he pays a great deal of attention to its 
prcclassic, archaic periods down to the great economic revolution of 
the seventh century b.c." 

Approaching the mysterious figure of Socrates, the author wisely 
refrains from joining in the popular debate as to which Socrates is 
the authentic one, Plato’s or Xenophon’s. Mosca confines himself to 
saying that the Socrates whom Xenophon knew ‘‘expressed neither 
democratic nor aristocratic sciitiincnts” and that he went on record 
against the system of electing magistrates by lot.^” 

His discussion of Plato and Aristotle as political philosophers is 
curiously reticent, llic analysis is reduced to a brief if lucid capsule- 
form account of the Platonic argument, without the slightest indica¬ 
tion of the problems that w'ould easily occur to any sophomore. What 
criticisms arc presented arc put into Aristotle’s mouth. In Mosca’s 
view, the Stagiritc, not Plato, was the greatest Greek philosopher.^^ 
His Politics arc given much more space than The Republic, and 
hardly a trace is left of the old anti-Aristotclianism of our author. In 
fact, his sole, polite objection is to Aristotle’s ethical criterion by 
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which “noraiar' and “degenerated” constitutions may be told apart 
according as the rulers have the general or their own private interest 
at heart. Mosca objects: “a clcar>cut distinction between the interest 
of the rulers and that of the ruled is difficult to make; in addition, 
tliosc in power may be honestly convinced of their own excellence, 
although the facts w'Oiild prove them to be wrong.” *- 

Among the writers of the Hellenistic period, it is above all Polybius, 
with his doctrine of mixed government, who attracts Mosca’s inter¬ 
est. Here the respect with which he had just treated Aiistotle is less 
marked, and his own theory of the political class rears its head for a 
few seconds: 

We who were born twenty centuries after Polybius have no trouldc 
seeing that the coexistence of those three elements, monarchy, aristoc¬ 
racy, and democracy, is a fact which can be ascertained in all political 
regimes. Por everywhere one man or a small number of men arc at the 
head of the political hierarchy. Everywhere we find a ruling class existing 
and by the same token governments which have to take into consideration 
the consent or discontent of the plain people.**'^ 

Mosca’s account of Roman institutions and their evolution is, as 
one would expect from past performances, substantial. Being thor 
onghly at home with constitutional and administrative law, he does 
this part always more than creditably well. In this connection, it is 
much to be regretted that we do not have, from Gaetano Mosca’s 
pen, a comprehensive manual of administrative techniques and prin¬ 
ciples as they have been developed through llic centuries. Such a 
work would have closed a gap in onr bibliogniphies which cor¬ 
responds to a gap, still wide open, in the average political science 
curricnliim. As it is, the student is taught a great deal about con¬ 
temporary constitutional and administrative arrangements in this 
country and abroad, but hardly anything about their origin and evo¬ 
lution—that is a subject left to the history departments where it is, 
more often than not, fragmentized into its English, hrench, or other 
European components. 

It is greatly to the credit of our author that the patriot in him did 
not prevent him from confessing that “the political doctrines of the 
Roman writers are not too original.” Accordingly, he devotes only 
a few lines each to Lucretius and Sallust, a mere two paragraphs to 
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Cicero, Jus naturale and jus gentium are atrociously neglected, Sen¬ 
eca is barely mentioned. Mosca's interest grows keener again as his 
narrative approaches the end of the Roman Empire. The perennial 
debate about the reasons that caused the Decline and Fall exerts its 
strong attraction on the author, an attentive reader of Ferrero.^® 
Unlike Arnold Toynbee, for whom Roman history is only an ex¬ 
tension of an already decaying “Hellenistic” civilization, Mosca dates 
the decadence of Rome from the third century b.c.^® The barbarian 
invasions are effect rather than cause of a disintegration brought 
about by many factors. Tlie unsuccessful solution of the problem of 
imperial succession is one of them.^^ No less important were; the 
population decrease, the destruction of the middle class by excessive 
taxation, depreciation of the currency, and widespread brigandage, 
'riie author fails to realize that these, too, are mere symptoms of the 
malady and not its “causes.” He is on much safer ground when he 
lists the excessive bureaucratization of the Elmpirc as a further “ag¬ 
gravating factor.” Even that development could be explained as 
an effect of a still deeper trouble. That is what the author tries to 
do. We noted that there is, in all his writings, something like a latent 
“iron law of bureaucratization,” although Mosca shies away from 
enunciating it explicitly. He is not, as is his best pupil, Robert Mi¬ 
chels, a determinist. Therefore, bureaucracy in its excessive forms—as 
any other institutional defect—is for him something that it is in 
man’s power to avoid, an aberration that can be reduced to sound 
proportion by timely reforms. Like Marx, Mosca believes that men 
make their own history, but unlike Marx, he is unwilling to define 
the limitations within which human volition has to operate, lest he 
become encased in a nonscicntific system of new absolutes. For this 
freedom Mosca gladly pays the price of frequent vagueness and even 
superficiality. Thus the bureaucratic decline of Rome becomes a con¬ 
tingency rather than a necessity, something caused by man’s foolish¬ 
ness rather than exemplifying the inexorable fate of empire. 


From St. Paul to John XXII in Twenty Pages 

ITiere is no point in cataloguing all that Mosca has to say about 
the well-known figures of political philosophy unless he noticeably 
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deviates from the conventional interpretation. In the following, there¬ 
fore, we shall confine ourselves to stressing those infrequent cases. 
In addition, we shall note quite a few authors in whom Mosca, as a 
Continental and Italian writer, takes a greater interest than \vould 
his Anglo-Saxon colleagues. 

To the Middle Ages Mosca, again like Bertrand Russell, gives short 
shrift. It is impossible to say much in eight pages about 'The Politi¬ 
cal Thought of the Middle Ages up to the Eleventh Ccntuiy',” 
but in those pages Mosca manages to cover the important points and 
even has some room left for the relevant quotations. We are intro¬ 
duced to one of the more seldom mentioned pamphleteers of the 
imperial, antipapal faction, Waltram of Naumburg.^''* Another eight 
pages deal with the second phase of the investiture struggle: the 
revival of Roman law, the imperial program of Innocent Ill, the 
influence of Arabian Aristotelianism on the West, the great 'Pliomis- 
tic synthesis, the duel between Philip of France and Boniface VI11, 
seconded by Egidio Colonna, the rise of the North Italian com¬ 
munes.^” Tlie chapter is a masterpiece of condensed information. 'Phe 
two imperialist Aristotelians, Dante and Marsiglio, arc the subjects, 
in four pages, of Chapter 14 . Mosca, very mueh in contrast to James 
Burnham, his American disciple, has no grudge against the author of 
De Morutrehia; his account of that work is objective and attempts 
no remark upon the fact that Dante's vision of world monarchy was 
utterly impracticable at the time of publication. 

Marsiglio's doctrine receives all the praise it so richly deserves. His 
theory of government is vseen as a reflection upon the political devel¬ 
opment and, in particular the anticlerical trend, in the wTiter's native 
commune, Padua. The famous pars valeutior has for Mosca a de¬ 
cidedly elitist meaning: "‘the wall of the people in the Middle Ages 
was expressed through its natural chiefs (barons, clergy, corpora¬ 
tion heads, the learned doctors)." The wall of Marsiglio's commune 
was identical with the wall of its notables.-* 

Among the luminaries of the fourteenth and fifteen centuries men¬ 
tioned by Mosca we note the Italian jurist Bartolo da Sassoferrato 
( 1313 - 58 ) with his treatise, De regimiiie civitatis, and the French¬ 
man, Nicole Oresme, who argued against the encroachments of the 
royal power and against the customary debasement of the currency.^^ 
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Our author also credits Oresme—as we believe, erroneously—with 
having first established the distinetion between lawful king and ty¬ 
rant. But that notion was already known to John of Salisbury, if not 
before. 

Now, Bartolo da Sassoferrato is of course identical with the great 
Bartolus, familiar to most of our students. But do we inform them 
about Mosca’s other fellow countryman, Antonio Beccadclli called 
II Panormita? Half a century before The Prince was written, “he ex¬ 
horted the princes to emulate the example of King Alfonso of Aragon 
who had taken possession of the kingdom of Naples.” And do we 
instruct about Platina? He was the author of De Principe and De 
Optimo Cive, the latter being dedicated to Lorenzo de' Medici. The 
author's list continues with Diomede Caraffa and Francesco Patrizi. 
All these writers addressed themselves to the virtuous prince in the 
manner of Petrarch, and “it is to them that Machiavelli probably al¬ 
luded when he wrote that the maxims of certain authors would be 
excellent if one would live as one ought to live, but that they are in 
fact inept, considering the manner in which one docs live in real 
life.'' 23 


Machiavelli, Pro and Contra 

'Phe new mentality which we associate with the term of Renais¬ 
sance was, Mosca saw clearly, not as radical a breakaway from the 
tradition as tradition has it, “One cannot yet declare the Middle Ages 
terminated, because medieval notions and beliefs were still alive as 
well as its barbarian passions, now no longer kept in check by the 
much weakened religious sentiment.'' 2 * I’hc Renaissance was the 
beginning of the end and the transition to modernity, not yet mo¬ 
dernity itself. The author then describes in vivid if brief passages the 
economic, military, and political aspects of the historic change, pre¬ 
paratory to his long discussion of the times and works of Machiavelli. 
The particular role which the Florentine plays in the intellectual 
evolution of our author justifies a special treatment of the subject .25 
That an Italian scholar should devote two entire chapters out of 
forty, twenty-five out of three hundred and sixty pages, to the writer 
of The Prince and The Discourses is as little astonishing as that he 
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should use ten more pages to do justice to the authors whose fame 
was obscured by that of Machiavelli. 

Foremost among these is Francesco Guicciardini, Machiavelli’s 
fellow countryman, friend, and opponent. Mosca's preference for 
him has never flagged. Comparing him to Machiavelli, he says: "Guic¬ 
ciardini had more exact information about the political conditions of 
his epoch and his country/' and he cites, with obvious approval, 
Guicciardini's comment on The Discourses: "I low mistaken are 
those who in every sentence quote the Romans, for in order to govern 
as they did, one would first need to have a city organized after their 
manner." IIow closely Mosca's definition of political liberty is pat¬ 
terned after that of Guicciardini has already been remarked iipon.-^ 
Ilis characterization of the man bespeaks a Wabh'erwandtschafty a 
more than instinctive recognition of affinity: 

Like many who have played an active part in public life, oiir author 
tends to be a pessimist. Indeed, he says repeatedly of those who plead 
their love of liberty: if they should find a city where they could get power, 
almost all of them would "make a dash for it." but his pessimism is not 
absolute, for he believes that "most men will desire the good and just as 
long as their own interests and those of their kin or the fear of being hurt 
by others do not lead astray their good intentions." 

J. W. Allen, commenting on the same passage, says that Guic¬ 
ciardini's "writings show that he .saw, in the political world at least, 
very few signs of that natural inclination." Mosca conceded that 
Guicciardini's reputation as a moralist was generally bad in his ow'ii 
time and after. ""Lhe truth is, he desired the good, although within 
the limitations of what he considered possible." lie would have been 
shocked by Professor Allen's brutal judgment of his favorite: "we 
shall, I think, find that the term 'unmoral' applies to him far better 
than to Machiavelli." 

Mosca's list of anti-Machiavellian writers contains names not fre¬ 
quently encountered in a survey of this character. A sixteenth-century 
I'rench critic, Gentillct, a Calvinist, blamed Machiavelli for the St. 
Bartholomew massacre. Among the Calholic polemicists, Mosca 
mentions the two Jesuits, Possevino and Ribadancira, and as "even 
better known, a little treatise of Father Lucchesini, entitled ‘Isssay 
on the Foolishness of Machiavelli/ which the booksellers called 
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The Foolishness of hathcr Lucchesini/ ” As “prudent defenders'' of 
the Florentine are named two Flemish writers, Justus Lipsius and 
Placidus Schouppe. Ernst Cassirer, in his brilliant study of “The 
Machiavellian Legend," mentions none of all these writers except 
Lipsius.^^ 

More important to our author is the fellow Sicilian, Scipione di 
Castro who, when Mosca wrote, had just been rediscovered by the 
two Italian scholars, Giuseppe Ferrari and Camillo Giardina.®^ Mosca 
calls him “an observer of remarkable qualities." In di Castro's Ad¬ 
monition to Don Marcantonio Colonna, “undoubtedly his best 
work," the performance of the Spanish viceroys in charge of Sicily 
is analyzed with great acuteness, and the new incumbent of the 
office receives a great deal of “Machiavellian" advice, for instance, as 
to how to “manage" parliament by bribery and subtle deception.^^ 
That writer's “elegant cynicism" is surpassed by the “exaggerated 
amorality" of Gabriel Naude, a Frenchman who “tried to impress 
his readers with his paradoxes." In his Consideratioris politiques sur 
les coups d'etaty published in 1639 , almost three centuries before 
Malaparte's similarly entitled work, he calls the St. Bartholomew 
massacre a blunder—but only because not all Huguenots had per¬ 
ished in it.^‘ 

Next Mosca takes up the anonymous Venetian writer whom he 
tentatively identifies as the monk, Paolo Sarpi. This was a man more 
after Mosca's heart, because in his main work he touched upon the 
problem of the ruling class. How to ensure perpetual domination— 
that was Sarpi's query, and his work purported to show how that 
could be done. But, Mosca comments, “he forgot to add that, due 
to the 'natural instability of all things huiiian,' no government can 
last forever, and that its life cannot be prolonged, once ruling classes 
lose their energies. That was what Venice w'as to find out as the 
eighteenth century came to a close." 


Religious Revolutionaries 

Mosca's interest in early modern communism was not confined to 
Thomas Moms; he pays much attention to the Anabaptist movement 
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and discusses its outstanding leaders, Nicholas Stork, the “founding 
father/' Tliomas Munzer, and that famous rebel and dictator, John 
of Leiden, who tried to transfonn the city of Miinstcr into a new 
Civitas De/.®® 

The next chapter deals with the monarchoinachists of France 
(Hotman's Franco-Gallia, the Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos which, in 
Mosca's view, were written not by Hubert Languet, but by Duplessis- 
Mornay) and Scotland (George Buchanan).®^ Their German spokes¬ 
man was Althusius who, says Mosca, should not be called a precursor 
of Rousseau, since for him as for all late medieval writers, popular 
sovereignty meant the domination of the ruling classes. Not until 
the eighteenth century was the term “people'' understood as the 
majority of all the citizens.®^ 

Suarez and Mariana as the Spanish critics of rising absolutism 
receive one paragraph each. The “father of the modern concept of 
sovereignty," Jean Bodin, Mosca considers worthy of an entire page. 
The treatment of that author is, however, not very exacting. Not 
the same can be said of Giovanni Botero. As a native of Piedmont, 
which had become our author's second honicland, he attracts his 
fond solicitude. Botcro's main work, Della Ration di StatOy pub¬ 
lished in 1589 , was translated into Latin, hVcnch, Cennan, and 
Spanish. He was, like the Venetian, Sarpi, a conservative seeking the 
answers to the question of how to preserve that which exists. What 
endears him more than anything to Mosca is his insight into “the 
instability of human institutions which makes it more difTiciilt to 
retain supreme power than to conquer it." Our author finds that 
“this thought docs not lack profundity and has a great deal of 
truth." We may add it is a truth which Mosca never tired of stal¬ 
ing in his own works, along with, of all people, Georges Sorcl, the 
last man Mosca would have cared to greet as a fellow conservative. 
“Our nature," Sorcl wrote, “always tries to escape into decadence."^'’ 

In his thoroughly realistic approach to politics, Botero followed 
Machiavclli—except in one point: as a man of the Church (he served 
for a time as secretary to the great Archbishop of Milan who is now 
worshipped as St. Carlo Borroineo), Botero tried to reconcile the 
“reason of the state" with faith. Ilis greatest strength, however, was 
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in the dcpartiiiciit in which Machiavelli's weakness is conspicuous: 
in economics. His ideas on that subject “demonstrate an insight far 
in advance of his time.” J. W. Allen suggests that Botero’s economic 
theory was influenced by Jean Bodin, as was his doctrine that “the 
character of a people’s mentality is determined by permanent ‘climatic’ 
conditions.” Botcro also was a physiocrat before the time in hold¬ 
ing that the wealth of nations is what they produce, not the amount 
of gold and valuables, as the mercantilist credo of the age insisted.^* 
In the next chapter ( 23 ), Mosca lumps together such incongruous 
figures as the communist utopian, Tommaso Campanella, the Vene¬ 
tian Machiavellian, Paolo Paruta, his contemporary Traiano Boccalini, 
and, last, Hugo Grotius, who gets half a page. With obvious gusto, 
Mosca retails the romance of Campanclla’s tragic life, discusses 
briefly his anti-Aristotelianism (which he ascribes to the commanding 
influence of Cainpanclla’s Calabrian fellow countryman, Bernardino 
Telesio) and ends with a sober precis of The City of the Sun*^ 
Paruta is brushed off—too lightly, I believe—as an inferior writer, 
and one wonders why he should have been included at all. His con¬ 
temporary, Boccalini, also a Venetian, finds more favor with our 
author, who relates some of his satires on contemporary statesmen. 
In one scene of his Raggugli cli Paniasso, Boccalini has these states¬ 
men question Aristotle about his description of the Tyrant, which fits 
them too closely for comfort. But their peace of mind is finally re¬ 
stored by the forced recantation of the Stagiritc, who fends them off 
with the talc that the 1 yrnnt was a prehistoric monster, long extinct. 

This is the only instance where one might suspect that Mosca 
intended an allusion to the jitter}', guilt-ridden tyrants of his own 
time. If so, he could rely on his sharp-witted Italians, who would 
not be slow in getting the hint.^^ 

In Grotius, Mosca once more could have faced the problem which 
he had so far avoided: natural law. But again he shuns it and has, 
therefore, not too much to say about the great Arminian. One has 
the impression Mosca planned to make this an exclusively Italian 
chapter and discovered suddenly that this was his last chance to tuck 
in the author of De Jure Belli ac Pads before turning his attention 
to the, until now, neglected English scene. 
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1066 to 1928 

At first sight this section is impressive: no less tlian five chapters, 
fifty pages, are devoted to political philosophy and constitutional 
development in England. Close inspection, however, reveals a startling 
incongruity of treatment: only one of the five chapters deals with 
doctrine-all the rest is institutional and social history. That is not 
quite what Anglo-Saxon readers would expect to find, but it shows 
Mosca in secure control of the main facts. It is the field in which he 
had done most of his research, and if its result is still disappointing, 
that is probably due to the character of Mosca’s early training. Con¬ 
stitutional law was apparently in his youth taught with a supreme 
disdain for anything that could not be expressed in precise legal 
terms. By following that method, we will get all the details of, say, 
the struggle between crown and parliament under the Stuarts in their 
true juridical significance, and still not have more than an inkling 
of what went on in reality. We will not know what living forces, 
economic and religious, were at work to produce, in the end, the 
Great Rebellion. And that is a pity because Mosca might have found 
the real storj^ in the great works of Guizot and Gardiner, with which 
he must have been familiar.^^ Again we must renew, in all respect, 
our old complaint that Gaetano Mosca’s mind apparently worked in 
compartments; here was a last opportunity to rewrite histor}' in terms 
of his elitist doctrine, and he did not use it. 

lliat deficiency might still not have been too injurious had our 
author treated the political jdiilosophers of Eaigland in a less cavalier 
fashion. Ilis list begins with John Eortcscuc and goes on with Francis 
Bacon, Filmcr, Milton, Hobbes, and I,ockc. The Levellers arc men¬ 
tioned in one sentence; Burke has his one paragraph. For Harrington, 
John Stuart Mill, and Bentham one will search in vain. To be sure, 
in such a survey one cannot expect completeness. But a certain bal¬ 
ance is in order: why Boccalini and not Bolingbroke? Why not assign 
five lines to Winstanley, or Shaftesbury, Sidney or Halifax? 

But even their omission would not count too heavily if only the 
few authors who are mentioned had received the thorough treatment 
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they deserve. Alas! the best that eould be said of Mosea's Hobbes 
is that the pr&is of Leviathan takes up two entire pages.^® But the 
revolutionary eharaeter of that disturbing work eould not be guessed 
from the aecount which earefully abstains from any criticism. Tlicrc 
is, however, some oblique evidence to show that Mosca did not care 
for Hobbes; Spinoza who took, after all, his cue from Hobbes is 
treated much more gently.'*® 

From Mosca’s recapitulation of Locke's Second Treatise one 
would never divine the interesting fact that he had once devoted to 
that author a whole monograph. No copy of that work survived (not 
even in the author's private library), and I can conceive of only one 
way to explain the mystery: the manuscript of Mosca's Locke must 
have been ready for the press, the publication announced, but, for 
some reason or other, it did not materialize. If the two pages in the 
History^ arc any indication, Locke's political philosophy cannot have 
played too great a role in the whole scheme of the lost work, of which 
perhaps the abovc-incntioncd chapters on the constitutional develop¬ 
ment of Fngland arc more representative. One comes, regretfully, to 
the conclusion that the contractarian school of modern natural law 
simply did not register with Gaetano Mosca. 


Tlic Age of Light 

It is with unmistakable relief that Mosca returns to the Continent. 
One feels at once how much more Mosca is at home in France. Ac¬ 
cordingly, what he says about her great writers of the eighteenth 
century is interesting as well as informative. We hear about Bossuet, 
the great defender of the Divine Right tradition. We arc told about 
the fiscal theories of the great engineer, Vauban, and we are intro¬ 
duced to the opinions of the men who represent what might be called 
the ‘‘abortive liberalism" of the Regency following the death of Louis 
XIV: the Bishop Faielon, the Marquis d’Argenson and Bcrnardin de 
Saint-Pierre. We expect to find the Count Boulainvilliers in that 
illustrious company and arc not disappointed. Mosca gives the repre¬ 
sentative of the aristocratic, antiabsolutist school his due and calls 
this writer who proclaimed the feudal and Germanic basis of French 
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monarchy “Dc Gobincau’s precursor.” I’hc Abbe Diibos, defender 
of the absolutist, ‘‘Roman” thdse royalc is absent from this lisl.^* 

The author makes it easy for his readers to find their way tliroiigh 
the maze of philosophic currents by distinguishing the negative, de¬ 
structive thinkers from the positive, constructive ones. To the first 
school belong, in his view, all Encyclopedists and Voltaire. 'I’lieir 
influence was great but in the main corrosive: it helped to destroy 
traditions without putting anything new in their place. Politically, 
those men put their faith in an enlightened despotism rather than in 
constitutional reform and representative devices. Two writers alone, 
both most intriguing personalities, played a constructive role: Rous¬ 
seau and Montesquieu. 

'I'he latter is not merely treated as the author of The Spirit of the 
Imws, but rightly praised for his less well-known essay on The Causes 
of the Grandeur and Decadence of the Romans, 'Phe main work is 
diligently analyzed. Forgetting previous criticisms, Mosea calls the 
theory of the division of ix)wcrs “without any doubt the most solid 
part of Montesquieu’s work.” As for the rest, his famous classification 
of govcrnineiits is still unacceptable to Mosea, but less so than in the 
Elementi. Like Aristotle, Charles dc Sccondat, Baron de La Brede, 
has long lost his function as a whipping boy.^^ 

Before turning to Rousseau, the author inserts a few pages about 
Vico. Perhaps stung by Croce’s criticism, lie tries to make good an 
old neglect. We are presented with a thumbnail sketch of Vico’s 
Scieuza Nuova and told that “his system needs modification and 
completion, for those uniform moveinents which he thought he 
could discover in the political life of the nations do not always exist, 
or, if they do exist, the uniformity is very relative. The causes of the 
progress or regress of ... different civilizations arc both multiple and 
vaiied; they do not operate in any uniform or constant fashion at 
all times and among all the nations.” 

Having placed himself on record as a pluralist and relativist (for 
the time ignoring any other leanings), Mosea can afford to recognize 
the greatness of the man who was the first, among the moderns, to 
apply the historic method—Mosca’s method—to the study of political 
and social institutions. It is the only one apt to yield “truly scientific 
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results/' Of course, Vico was less fortunate than his successors, lack¬ 
ing as he did the scientific data which are nowadays available.^® Old 
Mosca still stands on his two positivistic feet: a fact is a fact; if you 
have enough of them assembled, the result must equate ‘‘scientific 
truth," in politics exactly as in physics. It is one of the ironies of 
history that Mosca's faith in data begins to gain ground among the 
social scientists as many physicists begin to have severe misgivings 
about the reliability of their own observations and assumptions. 

The chapter on Rousseau, it must be flatly stated, disappoints. 
Half of the space is given over to the story of his life, while the 
analysis of the works never penetrates the surface. Only once our 
author really “strikes pay dirt”—or so it seems when he discovers 
the one passage in the Social Contract “which stands in perfect con¬ 
tradiction to the rest..Then Mosca quotes the well-known state¬ 
ment which is to be found in the fourth chapter of the third book, 
entitled “Of Government in General”: “1/ we take the term in its 
strict meaning, no true democracy has ever existed, or ever wilL It is 
against the natural order that a large number should rule and a small 
number be ruled,** Mosca might also have quoted the concluding 
lines of the same chapter: “Were there such a thing as a nation of 
Gods, it would be a democracy. So perfect a form of government is 
not suited to mere men.” 

Quelle trouvaille! Jean Jacques accidentally stumbling across the doc¬ 
trine of the ruling class and contradicting his own democratic theory! 
But did he really? The scientific method saddles us with certain 
obligations. One of them demands of us to verify quotations. So we 
turn to the text of the Social Contract and discover, with a blush, 
that the respected author Gaetano Mosca has committed the most 
common sin of quoting out of context. For had he cared to read on, 
he would have found the following: “It is inconceivable that the 
People should be in permanent session for the administration of pub¬ 
lic affairs ...” 

Now, the distinction between the sovereign who rules (infre¬ 
quently, when laying down the fundamental law) and the govern¬ 
ment administering the law is central to Rousseau's whole argument. 
In the ehapter from which Mosca quotes, Rousseau makes it quite 
clear that government by all would be as much against “the natural 
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order'' (since the result would be anarchy) as would be sovereignty 
(which is and remains inalienable) if possessed by less than all the 
people. If a lesser author would withhold such a decisive piece of 
information from his trusting readers, we should sternly charge him 
with deficient scholarship, if nothing more. In Gaetano Mosca's case 
we are inclined to think that it was merely a Homeric nod. Much 
more disturbing is his failure, in the case of Rousseau more con¬ 
spicuously than elsewhere, to say what he really thinks of his sub¬ 
ject. Granted that the limitations of space did not permit much 
analysis, we would have been content to get the author's ‘‘off-the- 
cuff” opinion. We feel frustrated by a c\r\\ noncommittal attitude 
which, after all, may only reflect Mosca’s customary self-restraint. 
And at that we shall leave the issue. For the rest of the work, we 
arc going to confine ourselves to topics which the author treats with 
somewhat more than dutiful attention; in other words, we shall be 
using, more or less, a sampling method. 


Technocrats and Positivists 

For instance, we arc curious to get a round picture, Mosca's pic¬ 
ture, of the author whom he could have called his intellectual father 
(or, perhaps grandfather, since the father role might have to be re¬ 
served to Gninplowicz), Henri dc Saint-Simon. So potent was the 
Frenchman's influence that it became a family trait of which 
Gaetano Mosca, with paternal pride, gives notice in the Klcmenti.^^ 
How indebted he was to tlic ancestor becomes most glaringly appar¬ 
ent in Chapter ^2 of the Ilistory^ where Mosca states the Saint-Si- 
nionian version of his own idee maitresse: “According to Saint Simon, 
power in all organized societies is split between two orders: one con¬ 
trols the intellectual and moral, the other tlic material forces. 'Fhese 
two powers arc exercised by two organized minorities which together 
form the ruling class.” 

This formulation is identical with the one which appears, as 
Mosca's own, in the first chapter of the History/*^ In the succinct form 
in which it is here presented, it cannot be found in Mosca's previous 
writings, but its essence permeates them all. 

For once, the author docs not withhold his own judgment. Sum- 
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ming up the work of Saint-Simon, he calls it a mixture, on the 
one hand, of the most original ideas and the deepest insights into 
the conditions of European society at the beginning of the nine¬ 
teenth century, and on the other hand, of notions which were more 
or less absurd and sometimes outright infantile. He lacked that men¬ 
tal equilibrium and moderation necessary to prevent the partial truth 
he had discovered from degenerating into paradox.” Yet his ideas 
did make a school, and such illustrious men as Auguste Comte, Her¬ 
bert Spencer, and Karl Marx were his disciples. ‘'It is remarkable that 
the idea which caught on least... was his notion of the ruling class 
and of the qualities which it ought to possess.” 

This statcincnt which seems to deny the paramount importance 
of the class concept in the works of Spencer, Comte and, last but not 
least, Karl Marx, is hard to understand unless we go back to the 
Elernenti. There we may find the decisive clue to Mosca's strange 
ambivalence toward the teacher. 

What strikes one first is the relatively small role accorded to Saint- 
Simon in a work expounding the theory of the ruling class. The first 
chapters mention Comte and Spencer but not Saint-Simon. His 
name appears for the first time in the eleventh chapter, and there in 
conjunction with that of the revolutionary, Buonarroti who, in 
Mosca's view, was influenced by Saint-Simon. Now, Buonarroti was 
a socialist, and Saint-Simon, too, “came in his last publication ... 
pretty close to socialism on the sentimental side, and the Saint-Si- 
inonianisin that flourished after 1830 ... actually anticipated many 
of the views which later were adopted by socialism.” The publication 
referred to was the Nouveau Christianisme:*^ 

It is, of course, embarrassing in the extreme for Mosca to trace his 
own doctrine back to Saint-Simon the socialist, and therefore he adds 
quickly: “All the same, the thought that Saint-Simon develops in his 
early publications is too vast, too profound, and too original to allow 
him to be mentioned outright as merely one of the many writers 
who heralded the rise of social democracy as we know it.” This 
attempt to sever Saint-Simon the youthful genius from the old man 
who came under the spell of Bazard and Enfantin is taken up once 
more in the second Elementij where Mosca says that the Saint-Si- 
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nionian school in some respects “ranged far afield from the master's 
teachings.” 

But Mosca realizes that a fringe attack will not accomplish much. 
And so he finally directs his fire against the core of Saiiit-Simoirs 
new teachings: “lo each according to his ability, to each ability 
according to its results.” What Mosca tries to show is that a social 
system based exclusively on merit could not work: “'lb establish 
an exact and unerring relationship between merit and success, be¬ 
tween the works of each individual and the reward or punishment 
that is due him, would be a superhuman task within the comix'tcncc 
only of an omniscient and omnipotent being.. 

This is what Mosca had been saying all along. But as it happened, 
his own doctrine was the rationale, the “formula” precisely of that 
educated middle class which owed its fast ascendancy in recent times 
to intellectual or technical achievement. So one wonders whether 
Mosca’s hesitation to identify himself completely with that formula 
was not due to the fact that the idcji of a government by merit had 
been taken over by the socialists. If so, then not the Saint-Simonians 
only, but Saint-Simon himself had to be exorcized. Hard as he tried, 
however, Ciactano Mosca never cjuite succeeded in that task; the 
master’s ghost returned to haunt our pluralistic-absolutist Hamlet to 
the end, when the “disinterested elements” are once more given their 
idealistic head. 

With Comte and Spencer Mosca never had mucli trouble: both 
served him well to demonstrate his own superior insight into the com¬ 
plexities of social evolution."’’* But both men arc treated with considera¬ 
tion in the History and Comte particularly is defended against those 
who charged him with having plagiarized Saint-Simon without nam¬ 
ing him. Mosca conceded that “the fundamental conceptions of the 
philosopher of Montpellier presented a close parallel to the ideas of 
the man who was for seven years his master.” But, adds our author 
wit!i his innate sense of fair play, “one must recognize that as to 
breadth of culture, method, and style, the discijde was by far superior 
to his master. He gave to Saint-Simon’s ideas a development and a 
cohesion of which Saint-Simon would never have been capable.” ’I’his 
is a handsome compliinent very reminiscent of what the editor of 
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Mosca's Ruling Class said on behalf of a man whom our author had 
accused of plagiarism.®^ 

Less comprehensible is Mosca’s neglect of another author to whom 
he is licavily indebted. Taine is mentioned in the History, but merely 
in one line as a disciple of de Tocqueville, who is treated at con¬ 
siderable length .®2 


The Risorgimento—liemy George 

Since his treatment of Vico, with the exception of Vincente Ciioco, 
an Italian ultra-democrat and communist, born 1770,our author's 
italianit^ has been without a single worthy subject. Now at last he 
can devote an entire chapter (34) to the patriotic writers of the nine¬ 
teenth-century risorgimento. Of the four authors discussed, two, 
Vincenzo Gioberti and Ccsarc Balbo, are not germane to the pur¬ 
pose of this study, and the most important figure of that period, 
Giuseppe Mazzini, nationalist, democrat, republican, docs not fully 
come to life in Mosca's portrayal—possibly because ‘‘he replaced the 
divine right of kings with the divine right of the people." 

Mosca's real interest is for another “ancestor": Domenico Roma- 
gnosi (1761--1835) whose career as a professor of constitutional and 
civil law, and as a state official dismissed for his liberal convictions, 
may have struck a sympathetic chord in cx-Senator Mosca. His ac¬ 
count of Romagnosi's work (which fills nineteen volumes) makes 
of him a Saint-Simonian and a Mosca before Mosca: “'riie author 
shows his preference for a limited monarchy based on a balance of 
the ruling forces which prevail in society. These forces are on the 
one hand material, on the other intellectual and moral." Mosca 
missed a splendid opportunity when he forgot to mention that 
Romagnosi's starting point was Vico's Scieuza Nuova, which he 
subjected to a trenchant criticism before launching upon his own 
enterprise, which was to give Vico's “fantastic presentment of the 
science he proposed" a truly scientific foundation.®® 

The problem of selection is, of course, most difficult in a work 
such as Mosca's History. Tlie need for condensation has its odd re¬ 
sults too; one might say that it makes strange bed fellows, such as 
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Chapter 38 which joins together two men as dissimilar as Henry 
George and Georges Sorel. Both, Mosca argues, differed with Karl 
Marx: Progress and Poverty, unlike Das Kapital, was not inspired by 
“violent hatred of the wealthy classes,*' and Sorel was no determinist; 
“in that respect he is in open conflict with his master..." Ergo: 
Henry George and Georges Sorel, since they do not agree with Marx, 
must agree with each othcr.®^ 

Tire Racial Gospel 

Before concluding his book with an exposition of his own political 
philosophy, the author devotes his most thoroughly researched and 
longest chapter to a refutation of the various racialist creeds of the 
last one hundred years.®® Though Italy did not surrender to that 
doctrine until 1938 and under severe Nazi pressure, to reject it with 
the firm determination Mosca displayed in this chapter and in tlie 
long essay mentioned earlier was a courageous act. We would admire 
it even more had Mosca not, in his zest to ecraser Vinfdme, included 
Nietzsche, Hegel, and Carlyle in his stern, antiracialist indictment. 
The two last-named after all shared his own antidemocratic and 
aristocratic bias. To be sure, neither Carlyle nor Hegel was a liberal, 
but their elitist preference was for a ruling class of culture, not of 
race, 'lo say of Hegel nothing else but that in his Philosophy of His¬ 
tory he '‘dignified the German people with the mission to lead the 
world toward its third phase when freedom would no longer be the 
privilege of one, or of a few, but the possession of all’* is merely to 
confuse the uninstructed reader,®® who may get the wrong impres¬ 
sion, namely that the author has been trying to praise Hegel with 
faint damns. And what idea will he get of Nietzsche, who is summed 
up as one who "proposed a cult of force and disa]>provcd of the 
existing laws because they hampered the development and powci of 
the supermen." 

Now, Mosca knew better than that. What prompted him to im¬ 
pose this strange censorship upon his public? Before we condemn 
him for it, we may do well to remember that the Fascists had adopted 
Nietzsche—a cut-rate Nietzsche to be sure—as one of their patron 
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saints, together with Sorel. Rather than with the creator of the 
Uebermensch Mosca’s mind was at odds with Nietzsche’s apes, the 
Fascist supermen. 

Heinrich von Treitschke comes in for a few appropriate remarks. 
He is followed by another German, Julius Langbchn, whose anony¬ 
mously published work called Rembrandt als Erzieher enjoyed an 
enormous popularity before and after 1914. Idealization of the master 
race was not the only purpose of that work; it also gave expression 
to the growing discontent of the intelligentsia with the coarse mate¬ 
rialism of the Wilhelminian Reich. The Rembrandtdeutsche, as 
Langbchn was called, merely popularized sentiments which on a 
higher level were expressed by Paul dc Lagardc (whom Mosca does 
not name) and Jacob Burckhardt.’* 

Mosca makes it clear that in the field of modern racial theory the 
Germans could claim no monopoly. He credits Count de Boulain- 
villicrs whom we have already met with having first enunciated the 
idea that the upper classes of a nation belong to a race different from 
that of the mass of their subjects. In other words, the French state, 
any state was the result of conquest. (Mosca might have found an 
earlier expression of the same view in Bodin’s Six lines de la rdpub- 
lique.) The genealogy of racialism is continued with dc Gobincau 
and Houston Stewart Chamberlain,’- the son-in-law of Richard 
Wagner, who .should also have been mentioned as a very influential 
preacher of the racial gospel. 

Sandwiched in between the Frenchman and the Faiglishman-turncd- 
Gcrman is “the Pohsh Israelite” Gumplowicz. From Mosca’s account 
of Der Rasseukampf no reader of the History could possibly suspect 
the anguished protestations of the Elementi. Once more Mosca stops 
short of presenting the work’s argument in its entirety. Instead, he 
tries to explain the theory as a reflection of the autiior’s personal 
experience as a subject of the multinational IlaKsburgian Fanpirc.’® 

In contrast, the precis of Oswald Spcnglcr’s work as well as the long 
refutation of Hans Giinthcr. Hitler’s favorite professor, arc proof 
that our author, entering his ninth decade, had not lost one whit of 
his intellectual vigor. Spcnglcr he treats with indulgence, and with 
reason; The Decline of the West pays obeisance to the theory of 
the elite, although Mosca makes astonishingly little of the fact. Nor 
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does he notice tliat the prophet of the technocratic Caesars only 
echoed, on a lower level, Friedrich Nietzsche’s Zaratluistrian chants. 
Spcngler’s pessimism is too nmch for Mosca who, God knows, was 
not an optimist himself. But he could not help smiling wryly about 
the intensely serious Teuton; Mosca’s Latin sanity remained im¬ 
mune to global gloom. He becomes almost jocular when he records 
Spcnglcr’s prediction about the near end of Germany’s millennium 
(two hundred years from now), to be succeeded by the Slavic cycle. 
It is strange, Mosca dryly adds, but when it comes to saying some¬ 
thing definite about the part to be played by the I'lnropc now 
controlled by Russian bolshevism, Spenglcr suddenly adopts an 
unaccustomed caution.’^^ 

Gunther’s pseudo science furnishes the pretext for rejecting once 
more theories which Mosca had disposed of long ago. He patiently 
lists all the reasons against the contemporary racial myth which, 
however, like other myths, remains impervious to all reason. Mosca 
is ready to concede that race may be a factor of importance. But 
no single factor can determine all the changes in the social organism, 
“which is as complex as the organism of the human individual.’’ 

It is what he has been saying, with occasional important lapses, 
all his life. Only the tone has changed. The fight is over. An old 
man looks at mankind, still with curiosity, but calmly, without the 
great expectations but, then, also without the exasperation of his 
younger days. 



12 

MACniAVELLI AND THE MACHIAVELLIANS 


Wliat shall wc make of Mosca's History? The inescapable conclu¬ 
sion seems to be the paradoxical one that the author of The Ruling 
Class was no political theorist in the accepted scnsc.^ Not for him 
the methodic inquiry into the philosophic suppositions of an author, 
not for him the question of internal, logical consistency. His mind 
lacks analytical curiosity in the extreme. But then, w'C may be 
judging him unfairly. Obviously, the History stands no comparison 
with that of George 11. Sabine, a philosopher by training. Indeed, 
wc may be swayed by the fact that, until rather recently, political 
philosophy had been the province of the philosophic specialist: 
Cassirer, Collingwood, Joad, Russell, Murray, Kaplan—the list could 
be easily extended.- 

Lately, the philosophers have had to share control of the field with 
political psychologists, political sociologists, and anthropologists. 
For that development, philosophy itself must in part take the blame, 
if blame is the right word. Political theory had been an ancillary 
science, a mere subdivision of the chapter on ethics in the philosophic 
svstems of the Greeks. And there the matter had remained until, 
in modern times when “polities” became an integral part of "po- 
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litical economy,” the emphasis seemed to be shifting from moral 
to economic man. Actually, the old relationship between moral and 
political philosophy remained unbroken: the new social theories 
could not deny their common origin from ethical and, finally, meta¬ 
physical traditions. Even the empiricist revolt never severed the link 
with ethics: in Hume social and moral philosophy arc still identical, 
and the great author of the Wealth of Nations held the chair of 
moral philosophy at the University of Edinburgh. 

Only in our own time has that old connection become more and 
more enfeebled, to the same extent that the professional philosopher 
has ceased to be a system builder, anxious to evolve '‘a working view 
of the universe and of man’s place in it...” Instead, there has been 
iindcnvay a forceful movement which ‘'tends to dissociate philosophy 
not merely from ethics and theology, but also from the content of 
tlie special sciences ..What remains is “a modest special science, 
dealing with definite problems and giving definite answers..* 
It is this self-limitation of philosophy to problems of epistemology 
and logic which in part explains the present “twilight” that surrounds 
political philosophy. Its crisis is as much the result of the philosophic 
specialist’s retreat from ethical concerns as of the inroads made by 
the new social science disciplines. What they arc occupying is 
evacuated territory. 

Where docs that leave the typical political historian such as 
Mosca? lie may be, and is in most cases, blind to such problems 
of ratiocination as, for example, can be found in Hobbes and as arc 
the fascination of a Leo Strauss or D. G. Janies,^ but he should still 
be able to show that the mechanistic, contractarian system of LeviV/- 
than was of the very essence of its age and even, in a qualified sense, 
valid for today. lie need not be familiar with the intricacies of Pla¬ 
tonic metaphysics, but the task of comprehending The Republic as 
the first great study and pathology of power should not be beyond 
him. 

But that is precisely the task in which Gaetano Mosca fails. He 
hardly ever tries to judge a complex of political ideas on the author’s 
terms or to explain it within the historic context, lie would rather 
treat the past as a huge balance sheet of truth and error, mostly error. 
But that would, of course, not be “objective”; it would be “un- 
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scientific.” And so between Scylla and Charybdis, between placing 
without judging and dispensing judgment without placement, Mosca 
plunges into the worst of both worlds; he refrains, in the majority of 
cases, from evaluating and reliving past experience and confines 
himself to '"factual” reporting. There are some exeeptions, duly 
noted, which reveal another Mosca, one who docs speak out and 
lets his author speak so that we understand that author in the lan¬ 
guage of his time as well as of our own. And among those exceptions 
one would expect to find the most controversial figure of political phi¬ 
losophy, the name whose fame crowds Plato and outshines in popu¬ 
larity both Hobbes and—at least in the West—Karl Marx. What is 
more likely than that the Italian Mosca should pay special homage 
to his celebrated fellow countryman? lie indeed did so in two 
chapters of the History and earlier, in a long essay.® Sufficient reason 
for us to reserve a special chapter for the purpose of discovering what 
Gaetano Mosca thought of Niccolb Machiavclli. 

But not the only reason. Mosca has been called a Machiavellian, 
a representative, with Pareto and Sorcl, of a new view of politics 
inspired by Machiavclli^s scientific method and his hard-faced realism. 
Specifically, that new school is said to have derived from Machiavclli 
the doctrine of the ruling class and the idea that political rights, 
democratic institutions, depend on the brutal facts of power and 
not on the legal fictions in which they arc clothed, licnee not the 
followers of Rousseau but the Machiavellians are the only true 
“defenders of freedom.” " 

Leaving Pareto and Sorcl aside, the question of whether Mosca 
is a Machiavellian in the sense in which Professor Burnham has 
employed the word is an important one. So far, the evidence has 
yielded little to support the claim. But that may be due to a 
lack of perspicacity on the part of the present writer. The fact that 
Mosca wrote at length on his supposed preceptor is, if nothing else, 
an indication that he took the subject seriously. His findings may 
provide us with the answer for which we arc looking. They may 
not bear out Mr. Burnham's thesis. Even that, however, would not 
prove that Burnham was wrong. Our author, after all, may be a 
Machiavellian without knowing it. But, I submit, the theory would 
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be more plausible if Mosca should concur, less plausible if his and 
Burnham's Machiavelli were at odds with one another. 

Now, the first thing that strikes one is the fact that Professor 
Burnham's Machiavelli is the freedom-loving Florentine republican 
who wrote the Discourses, while Mosca is exclusively concerned with 
Machiavelli's Prmce, Still, even that need not preclude agreement. 
For The Prince, too, has some passages—not mentioned by Professor 
Burnham—which permit us to infer that Machiavelli had a high 
opinion of the limited, '‘mixed" type of government which, to use 
Mosca's term, reflects the balance of the social forces.*^ 
Unfortunately, Mosca, always eager to discover intimations of his 
own ideas in the writings of his predecessors, docs not seem to recog¬ 
nize them in this case. The reason may be that he is not looking for 
the things which arc of paramount importance to Professor Burnham. 
Fortunately, that is not quite true: both men, for instance, discuss 
Machiavelli as a scientist. In the interest of readers not familiar 
with the thesis of The Machiavellians, it seems proper to develop it 
in some detail before proceeding with our main objective, the analysis 
of Mosca's reading of The Prince. 

The Science of Power 

Professor Burnham begins his investigation with a violent attack 
on Dante: the great poet's tract De Monarchia is a typical example 
of mere wishful thinking, utterly unscientific. In contrast, Mach- 
iavclli's aim is "the accurate and systematic description of public 
facts..lie tries "to correlate sets of these facts into laws" and "to 
predict, with some degree of probability, future facts." He is, in 
short, a scientist. If, as a scientist, he pursues any goals, these goals 
"must be iH)ntrausccndental" and "they must have at least a mini¬ 
mum probability of realization." However honorable, they must not 
affect, "the logic of the scientific inquiry." ^ 

Ill Burnham's view, to say that Machiavelli divorced politics from 
ethics is to confuse issues. Machiavelli did so "only in the same 
sense that every science must divorce itself from ethics.. .This very 
refusal however [to pervert science], this allegiance to objective truth. 
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is itself a moral ideal... Machiavclli divorced politics from a certain 
kind of ethics—namely from a transcendental, otherworldly, and, 
it may be added, very rotten ethics. But he did so in order to bring 
politics and ethics more closely in line ..® 

Machiavelirs practical goal was the unification of Italy: “compared 
to Dante's glittering ideals, this goal is doubtless humble, almost 
sordid.” But it was an ethical goal nonetheless, and “there was no 
reason to think it too improbable of accomplishment in Italy.” 
The very careful fonnulation of this sentence will be noticed; to have 
said that, at the time when Machiavelli wrote, unification was ex¬ 
tremely difficult if not unlikely would have hurt his reputation as a 
scientist. 

Does Machiavclli actually live up to Burnham's scientific principles? 
In answering that question, Burnham shows himself more generous 
than Mosca. lie grants that “Machiavclli's conceptions often seem 
to us somewhat immature.” But then, we must remciiiber that “in 
those days, scientific method in our sense... was only beginning.” 
On the whole, however, Burnham thinks tliat Machiavelli is on the 
right track. He “uses language in a cognitive, scientific manner.” 
More important, he “delineates with sufficient clarity the field of pol¬ 
itics.” He understands it “as primarily the study of the struggles for 
power among men.” 

What follows sounds familiar. Burnham's Machiavclli “implies 
everywhere a rather sharp distinction between two types of political 
man: a Vuler-tj'pc,’ we might call one, and a ‘ruled type,' the 
other.” That is indeed straight Mosca, but it may be noted that the 
terminology of the two “types” is not officially ascribed to Mach¬ 
iavclli—it is Mosca's language used by Burnham to describe what 
Machiavclli is supposed to have had in mind. That is not necessarily 
the effect the passage will have on a not too careful reader. However, 
careful or not, he will still expect proof of the claim that Machiavclli 
had, no matter in what terms, a theory of the elite. 

Professor Burnham's evidence is compiled mostly from the Dis¬ 
courses. But first we hear that “the outstanding characteristic of the 
majority is... its political passivity ... Under normal conditions, 
the niled arc not interested in power.” That statement is based on 
well-known lines from Chapters XVII and XIX of The Prince.^- Next, 
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the need for authority is emphasized. "I’liis time the evidence comes 
from three plaees in The Discourses, all showing how, without firm 
leadership, the masses tend to be amorphous, or, in Machiavclli’s 
words: ‘1iow useless a thing the multitude is without a head.. 
However, when the masses ‘‘choose themselves a I lead... as the 
Romans did when... they created tribunes from among them¬ 
selves ...,” then Machiavelli says with Livy that “nothing is more 
courageous than the multitude united .. I'lic rulers and the ruled 
arc made of the same moral stuff; the record shows “how many 
Princes there have been, and how few of them good ... I conclude, 
therefore, against the common opinion, that the people arc no more 
light, ungrateful, nor changeable than Princes .. 

Hic ruler-type has Machiavelirs virtt), which is Will 'Po Power; in 
addition it is the ability to rule. “Strength, especially martial strength,” 
is an important quality, but even more important is deception: 
“people rise rather by fraud, than by force.” The combination 
lion-fox makes the ideal ruler, as described in one of the most 
famous passages of Machiavclli's Prince, which Burnham reproduces 
in extenso. The same work stresses the importance of adaptability to 
changed conditions.'" Lor “political life, according to Machiavclli, 
is never static ...'The process of change is repetitive, and roughly 
cyclical.” This is of course a reference to Machiavclli’s formulation, 
before Vico, of the law of corso and ricorso: civilizations rise and 
fall, as it were, by a law of nature; the same force that makes a nation 
great is also cause of its decline, and vice versa. In Machiavclli’s 
unforgettable words, “virtue begets peace, peace begets idleness; idle¬ 
ness, mutiny; and mutiny, destruction,” but also “ruin begets laws; 
those laws, virtue; and virtue begets honor and good success.” 

Up to this point, we have not yet heard anything that would 
suggest Mosca’s particular conception of society. 'Po be sure, what 
Machiavclli says about the nccessaiy^ qualities of leadership reminds 
ns of related observations in the Elementi. But the lion-fox compari¬ 
son has been more of an inspiration to Pareto than to Mosca. 
Likewise, Maclhavclli's cyclical view of history has been developed 
by Pareto, not by Mosca. But these are not the important points. 
Kssential is: can we distill from Machiavelli's text, as cited by Pro¬ 
fessor Burnham, Mosca’s doctrine of the ruling class? So far, we 
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have only heard of multitudes, ruled or unruly on the one hand, 
and outstanding individuals, leaders, princes on the other—never of 
the struggle, or the combination, of two or more organized minorities, 
and not a word of ^‘social forces"' either. One quotation referring to 
the Roman tribunes of the people is the closest approach yet to 
Mosca's own example of an elite rising from the plebs. But a re¬ 
reading of the sentence will not bear out that affinity. ^^The Romans," 
Macln'avclli says, ''created twenty tribunes from among them¬ 
selves." That is the customary democratic view of the elective 
process, without any inkling that the tribunes had themselves elected. 
Without better evidence, we shall declare ourselves unable to detect 
any elitist elements in Machiavclli’s rudimentary analysis of class 
relations—at any rate not the conception of elitist groups as under¬ 
stood by Mosca, and Pareto, for that matter. If anywhere, these 
elements might be found in Machiavelli's theory of government, 
to which Professor Burnham turns toward the very end of his investi¬ 
gation. 

lie has no doubt that Machiavelli preferred the republican type 
of government to any other, and most writers will agree with Burn¬ 
ham. But even in The Discourses where Machiavelli's preference is 
most apparent, he "paints no utopia ... It is true, moreover, that he 
does not attach quite the ultimate importance to the choice of 
form of government." What matters to him is the extent to which 
"liberty" is realized. lie understands that word in an external sense, 
as independence from foreign domination: "arms arc the first founda¬ 
tion of liberty." In the internal sense freedom is civil liberty. But, and 
this is, according to Professor Burnham, Machiavclli's great dis¬ 
covery, "internally, also, liberty rests on force." As little as Hobbes, 
docs Machiavelli rely on mere good intentions for the preservation 
of freedom. Good laws alone mean nothing, for: 

. . . tlic law is founded upon force, hut tlic force in turn will destroy 
the law unless it is also bridled; but force can be bridled only by opposing 
force. Sociologically, therefore, the foundation of liberty is a balaneing 
of forces, what Machiavelli calls a "mixed” government.. . Only out of 
the continuing clash of opposing groups can liberty flow.^' 

So far Professor Burnham. And one must concede that this time 
his proof, although still not ample, is impressive. The key passage 
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occurs in the first book of The Discourses, where Machiavelli says 
that ‘‘there are two opposite humors, one of the people, the other 
of the Noblesse; and that all Laws which arc made in favor of liberty, 
proceed from the differences betwixt them..The meaning be¬ 
comes even clearer in a different translation, reading thus: “In every 
republic there arc two parties, that of the nobles and that of the 
people; and all the laws that are favorable to liberty result from 
the opposition of these parties to each other, as may easily be seen 
from the events that occurred in Rome.” Professor Allen goes still 
further in remarking about the same passage: “When [Machiavelli] 
declares that laws favorable to freedom in a republic originate in 
conflict between the faction of the nobles and the faction of the 
populace, he seems even to suggest that the more democratic the 
constitution the greater the liberty.” The author of The Mitchuiveh 
Hans might have referred to the even stronger statement that appears 
in the same chapter of The Discourses: “I maintain that those who 
blame the quarrels of the Senate and the people of Rome condemn 
that which was the very origin of liberty.” And Burnham might 
have found equally strong backing for his thesis in The Prince, 
where Machiavelli praises the “well ordered and governed” hVcnch 
monarchy with its parliament protecting the people against “the 
ambition and insolence of the great nobles,” while at the same 
time relieving the king “of the dissatisfaction that he might incur 
among the nobles by favoring the people, and among the people by 
favoring the nobles.” 

But even without these additional endorsements the draft presented 
by Professor Burnham must be honored. He has made his point that 
Machiavelli had a notion akin to our author’s “balance of the social 
forces.” As for his “juridical defense,” we are reminded of it when: 

... in chapter after chapter, Macbiavelli insists that if liberty is to be 
preserved: no person and no magistrate may be permitted to be above tbc 
law; there must be legal means for any cili/cn to bring accusations against 
any other citizen or any official ... The ambition of citizens must never 
be allowed to build up private power, but must be directed into public 
channels. 

No reference is given where these statements may be found in 
Machiavclli’s Discourses, but they occur, if not exactly “chapter after 
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chapter/' then still in sufficient numbers.^® As another author, the 
Italian communist Antonio Gramsci, puts it: “In Machiavclli one can 
already discover, in capsule form, the ideas of the separation of 
powers and parliamcntarianism (representative government).”^® 

But docs that make Gaetano Mosca a Machiavellian? Could not 
Machiavclli, with equal right, be called, the same as Mosca, a 
Polybian and a Ciceronian—even an Aristotelian? 

When there is mutual fear, man fearing man and elass fearing class, 
then, because no one is confident of his own strength, a sort of bargain 
is made between the common people and the mighty; this results in the 
mixed form of government which Scipio has been recommending.-^ 

Scipio’s mentor was Polybius; through him runs the great tradition 
whicli has been received and modernized—sociologizcd—by Mosca. 
Machiavclli is a milestone on that road, not its beginning. As for 
Professor Burnhanrs highly stimulating thesis, his elitist Machiavclli 
very much gives the impression of an ex post facto adaptation: he 
has read the moderns, Mosca and Pareto, into Machiavclli and then, 
with considerable ingenuity, reversed the process, ending up with 
the new school of Machiavellians. We had reason to believe that 
Mosca's work docs not reveal a thcor}^ of power against power; we 
could find no evidence that Mosca wished to sever politics from 
ethics. In that sense, too, Mosca was no Machiavellian. Burnliani’s 
Machiavclli makes, however, a great deal of sense once he is under¬ 
stood as a contemporary myth, just as, according to Antonio Gramsci, 
“Machiavclli's Prince might well be studied as a specimen of the 
Sorelian myth—that is, as an ideology which is not offered as a cold 
utopia or a dry ratiocination, but as a creative image held up to a 
disunited, humiliated people to help it regain and assert its col¬ 
lective will.” 

'rhe modern Machiavclli would not conjure up a savior Prince to 
restore unity to a disjointed world—he would address himself to a 
whole group of men, exhorting them to become conscious of their 
mission as an international elite: an elite of Communists, as Mus¬ 
solini's prisoner believed, of the New Middle Class in the myth of the 
Managerial Revolution,*® 
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“Encore quelques mots.. 

The image Gaetano Mosca paints of Machiavelli has not much 
in common with the visions of Antonio Gramsci and James Burnham. 

“Scholarship,” Max Lerncr wrote, “has not done well by The Dis¬ 
courses, The scholars pay lip service to it as the larger frame of refer¬ 
ence within which The Prince can be understood. But having done 
so, they go on to talk of The Prince.** To that accusation Gaetano 
Mosca may plead innocent because he never did talk about anything 
besides The Prince. 'I’licre are two pages about that work in the 
Elenienti.^^ The index of The Ruling Class lists Machiavelli sixteen 
times, but only one of all these references pertains to The Discourses, 
another to the History of Florence; the rest arc to The Prince. The 
same is true of the two chapters in the author's History of Doctrines, 
of the lengthy study which appeared in a French journal, and of the 
short article on Machiavelli written for the Fmcyclopaedia of Social 
Sciences. 

“biiicore quelques mots sur Ic Trince' dc Machiavelli” was pub¬ 
lished one year before the fourth centennial of Machiavelli's death.'*- 
It is a thorough study running to over fifty large pages, of which 
twenty deal with the historic background; seventeen are taken up 
by a chaptcr-by chapter synopsis of The Prince, which leaves less 
than onC'third of the total (fifteen pages) for analysis and critical 
evaluation. 

'The historical part is based mainly on the findings of two men, 
Italians both: one, Ferrari, writing in the iS6o's, the other a con¬ 
temporary, Alfredo Oriani,**'* Both represent the negative minority 
opinion among recent Machiavelli scholars. Mosca declares that he 
has been influenced by this opinion, which may explain the clipped 
tone of deliberate restraint that marks the essay. Behind the facade 
of objectivity one can hear faint polemic rumblings. 

The sorry state of Italy in Maehiavclli’s time is described in detail 
by Mosca and summed up as territorial fragmentation, governmental 
instabilitv, and military disorganization. Machiavelli was not alone 
in perceiving and lamenting all those ills. But most Italian patriots 
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just threw up their hands in despair. Machiavelli, on the contrary, 
was confident that the three problems which bedeviled Italy could 
all be solved, and solved not in a distant future but in the immediate 
present. ''It is this confidence which makes him so superior as a 
theorist and, be it added, so inferior as political practitioner.*' 

Machiavclli dedicated his tract on the times to first one, then an¬ 
other member of tlic family which had destroyed his Florentine 
Republic and had control of the Papacy. Was he, in flattering the 
Medici, betraying his past as a servant of the free Republic? Mosca 
does not think so. 'Flic very content of The Prince refutes the charge. 
"A vulgar but adept intriguer, instead of writing a treatise on practi¬ 
cal politics, would have used much more direct and more effective 
means to get into the good graces of the Medici... Instead of speak¬ 
ing his own mind, he could have written things agreeable to those 
whose favor he was currying." By not doing so, he proved himself a 
man of courage and integrity.^® 

Why did Mosca himself write his Prince? Could he expect to add 
something new to the old, interminable argument? He thought so, 
and he said so right at the beginning. The discussion as to whether 
Machiavclli was a noble patriot or an arch-villain docs not evoke 
his interest. The only cjucstion that seems still important to him has 
to do with the claim, made for Machiavclli, that he introduced the 
scientific method into the investigation of political phenomena. In 
anticipation, I shall say that Mosca does not recognize that claim. 
But there is, perhaps, still another, simpler reason why the article 
had to be written: Mosca plainly did not like most of the literature 
about Machiavclli. 'Phis is not the same as saying that he disliked 
Machiavclli himself, although it may be as simple as all that. But he 
was definitely annoyed with the commentators: “A great deal has 
been wTitten about The Prince. And that is why so relatively few 
people have read that work or remember what it really says. As so 
often happens with books that are \Qxy famous and much quoted, 
many people rely on writers who exalted or condemned the author." 
That is particularly dangerous in the case of a writer as violently con¬ 
troversial as Machiavclli. For the fact that he provoked so much white 
heat was not conducive to much accuracy on the part of his admirers 
and detractors. Tlicrcforc, "at the risk of being ... taxed with partial- 
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ity/' Mosca proposes to go back to the original. Accordingly, he does 
the humble thing and gives an ostentatiously dry resume, from Chap¬ 
ter I to Chapter XXVI. In passing, he notes mih considerable irony 
that one of Machiavclli’s critics (whom he fails to name) spoke of 
those chapters as so many ''books,'' which "seems to prove that the 
man never read the work." 

We shall not follow Mosca on his slow trek through the text, ex¬ 
cept for mentioning that Chapter XIX docs not have for him the 
magic which it ought to possess if he were in truth a Machiavellian 
in Professor Burnham's sense. Not only docs he fail to notice the 
elitist possibilities of Machiavclli’s reference to the "well-ordered 
kingdom of the French," with its embryonic premonition of the 
balance-of-the-social-forccs concept, Mosca docs not even bother to 
discuss the passage in which Machiavelli treats of the French version 
of "mixed" government. The chapter most important to our author 
is the celebrated twenty-sixth, the call to liberation and unification 
by the savior-prince. Was the entire book written for the sake of 
that impassioned last appeal? If so, "that chapter sheds a bright light 
on the tragic situation in which Machiavelli found himself on ac¬ 
count of the flagrant contradiction between the nobleness of his aims 
and the shabbincss of the means which he advocates..No man 
could have such high ideals and then stoop to the low level on which 
Machiavclli’s Prince was to pursue them; nor was the Italian nation 
ready to make the great effort necessary to achieve the goal, 'riirce 
hundred years more were to pass before the cultural and moral climate 
had sufficiently improved to make it possible for the right leaders 
to arise and find a nation that would follow them.'^^ 

Before advancing further criticisms, Mosca quickly removes a few 
arguments from the discussion which, in his opinion, arc irrelevant, 
lie is not going to take seriously the theory, held by such luminaries 
as the famous Albcricus Gentilis (who anticipated some of lingo 
Grotius' thoughts), Rousseau, and the Italian poet, Ugo b’oscolo, 
that Machiavclli’s Prince was a veiled attack upon the princes of the 
time. An equal waste of intellectual energy, in Mosca’s view^ is the 
whole argument about the immorality of Machiavelli. “It is almost 
universally agreed upon today that... T/re Prince is not a treatise 
about morals but on politics, meaning the art of getting power and 
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of keeping it as long as possible; and it is known that in no eountry, 
at no time, has it been possible to make that art eonform to the ac¬ 
cepted tenets of Christian, or just plain human, morality/'®* If 
Machiavclli can at all be criticized in that respect, it is for his exag¬ 
gerations: 

If it is true that tlic precepts of a most rigid morality cannot be ob¬ 
served in politics, it is no less true that politics is an art in which the sense 
of limits and proportion is of the greatest importance. It is for this reason 
that lies and disloyalty to achieve their purpose must be employed with 
great caution and parsimony. One discovered to be a habitual liar and a 
breaker of sworn agreements is not trusted. Elementary as these considera¬ 
tions arc, they seem to have escaped Machiavclli's attention, a fact all the 
more strange since they were certainly not neglected by other Italian 
writers, such as Guicciardini and Scipio di Castro.®® 

The absence of that '‘sense of limits and proportion" is most glar- 
ingly “in evidence in Machiavclli's admiration for Caesar Borgia." 
As will be seen, our author did not think much of the vaunted states¬ 
manship of Alexander Borgia's son. 

What arc, then, the essential Machiavellian problems which arc 
still w'orth thinking about? In Mosca's view, the only question worth 
while asking is: “Did Machiavclli in his work .. .lay the foundations 
of a real science of polities, or did he at least conic forth with rec¬ 
ommendations which could be accepted as a canon of the art of 
politics?" 

Our author tries hard to be generous. He credits Machiavclli with 
two happy intuitions, indeed, strokes of genius, considering the 
time in which he lived: first, Machiavclli realized that the prosperity 
and decadence of social organisms can be explained only by... a 
study of their histor)- and furthermore he understood that there arc, 
ill all nations which have reached a certain level of civilization, gen¬ 
eral and constant tendencies at work, which is to say, in other terms, 
that the nature of political man is everywhere and at all times the 
same." 

With these two propositions Mosca is completely in agreement. If 
Machiavclli had lived up to his owai precepts, Gaetano Mosca would 
have gladly called himself a Machiavellian, for those principles arc, 
as wc know, his own. “One has to recognize that it is impossible to 
build a real science of politics on any other basis..." 
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That new scientific method was within Machiavclli's reach but not 
yet in his grasp. For when he wrote his works, “historical research 
and criticism were still in their infancy—or rather, were not even 
born. His sole materials, in addition to some medieval chronicles, 
were the works of Sallust, Livy, Tacitus, and other writers of classical 
antiquity.'' Those men, to be sure, were great artists and psycholo¬ 
gists, “but like all artists, they were sometimes carried away by the 
love of art." Worse, they only knew their own civilizations, and of 
them too little about the more distant past to imdcrstand the origins 
and the conditions under which political and social institutions had 
developed. Even about their own period they were not sufficiently 
informative. The reason is that common failing of historians: to take 
many things for granted which are known to their contemporaries 
but completely unintelligible to posterity.^^ 

Machiavelli then has no claim to being called the founder of the 
science of polities. “All he could do was to trace lines from which 
the edifice could rise, and to lay the first stone." Had Machiavelli 
been born four hundred years later, “he probably would have put up 
some of the heavy walls." He had, to use a popular phrase, “wliat it 
takes." “Whenever he is in possession of the necessary information, 
he is able to discern and indicate with utmost clarity why one politi¬ 
cal organization is siqx^rior to another. For instance, since he knows 
how soldiers were recruited in republican Rome, he can tell it was a 
better way than to rely on hired adventurers, as was the custom in 
his Italy." When the Roman government had grown so weak that it 
could not suppress the custom which permitted private citizens to 
keep their own armed retinues, then, Machiavelli knew, the end of 
the Republic had arrived. 

Denying him the title of a scientist, our author then proceeds to 
question Machiavclli's second claim to fame. Shall we consider his 
Prince as a handbook, a “guide" to ambitious men who wish to learn 
the art of how to acquire, and remain in, power? Most students of 
the work have answered that question in the affirmative; ‘"^others, 
among them the Frenchman Gcntillct and the Italians Giuseppe 
Ferrari and Alfredo Oriani, were more negative, and we agree with 
them." Mosca would have read with great displeasure J. W. Allen's 
comment: “Few or none of those who, in the sixteenth century. 
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denounced him, had read his works or had read any of them but 
the misleading Principe .. .Gentillet’s Antimachiayel ( 1576 ) is little 
better informed.” Even harsher is Max Lerncr's judgment: ‘'Gcntil- 
Ict gave just enough of Machiavclli to distort him, and not enough 
to make him either comprehensible or human.” 


Another Antimachiavel 

Mosca tries to prove his case by subjecting Machiavclli to a psy¬ 
chological analysis which is decidedly original. The '‘Secretary of The 
Ten” of the Republic on the Arno may not have been a successful 
statesman, but few writers ever went so far as to deny that Machia¬ 
vclli was a keen observer of reality. "He obtained a wide experience 
of political affairs and how things were done administratively and 
diplomatically. He was not very highly educated in a wide sense. 
Ilis serious training was that of the practical politician and man of 
affairs; and a politician he remained to the end of his days, in office 
or out of office. His experience went far to determine his views about 
politics, but it did not and could not make of him a political philos¬ 
opher,” wrote J. W, Allen.'*'* “With his genius for political observa¬ 
tion,” writes Arnold Toynbee, "he studied and apprehended and 
recorded exactly those features in the political structure of the new 
transalpine nation-states which were of practical interest and impor¬ 
tance for Italian statesmanship. After fourteen years of this experi¬ 
ence, Machiavclli had become perhaps better qualified than any 
other living Italian for taking in hand the urgent tasks of helping 
Italy work out her political salvation, when a turn in the wheel of 
Elorcntinc domestic politics suddenly expelled him from his whole 
field of ‘practical' activity.” 

This is the man who our author insists was a bookworm. Most 
writers and almost all educated people can be said to form their 
minds in part through reading books (and newspapers today, adds 
Mosca) and in part by drawing upon their experience. “Now with 
Machiavclli the first clement, it seems to us, rules absolute, for otlicr- 
w'ise it would be difficult to understand his boundless veneration for 
the classics, or his deep conviction of the superiority of the Greeks 
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and, above all, the Romans over the people of his own time... He 
certainly was wrong in thinking that to imitate the ancients was 
sufficient to obtain identical results. This is an error into which he 
often lapses in The Prince and still more in The Discourses where 
he, almost continuously, draws parallels between old Rome and 
modern Florence... without realizing the great difference of cir¬ 
cumstances and conditions separating the two cities."' 

Not evcrj'one will agree with that opinion. Ernst Cassirer for one, 
who may be called an authority on Machiavclli, says of him: ‘‘Unlike 
many other thinkers of the Renaissance he did not cherish the hojxi 
of restoring the life of the ancients. The Roman Republic was 
founded upon the Roman virtu—and this virtu is lost, once for all. 
Hie attempts to resuscitate ancient political life appeared to Machia¬ 
vclli as idle dreams." 

But Brutus was an honorable man, and Mosca's Machiavclli was 
“above all a theoretician and idealist." As if these two epithets were 
not insulting enough, our author adds: “lake all idealists pursuing 
a noble dream, he is sometimes, in spite of all the pessimism he 
affects, naive." It seems that Mosca himself felt that the term called 
for some explaining, for he goes on: “That is a daring statement 
about one whose name has become synonymous with slyness and 
duplicity." But Mosca is quite confident that he can prove his case. 
He tries to do it by examining a few examples from the early chapters 
of The Prince. 

The first illustration occurs in Chapter III where Machiavclli at¬ 
tempts to explain why Louis XII lost Milan. Mosca speaks of four 
mistakes to which the author of The Prince attributes the discom¬ 
fiture of the bVcnch king, but only two of them arc actually dis¬ 
cussed by Mosca: Louis did not make Milan bis residence and he did 
not colonize the conquered land with Frenchmen. I low absurd of 
Machiavclli! “There is nobody who will not sec at once," exclaims 
our author, “that it was impossible for a l^rcnch king to shift his 
capital to Milan and to dispatch colonists into a country as over¬ 
populated as Lombardy." 

It seems to me that Mosca took “the risk of being taxed with par¬ 
tiality" and lost. For what docs Machiavclli really say in the chapter? 
He observes that, first: 
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Those states which on annexation are united to a previously existing 
state may or may not be of the same nationality and language. If they 
are, it is very easy to hold them, especially if they arc not accustomed to 
freedom; and to possess them securely it suffices [to] bear in mind two 
things: the one, that the blood of the old rulers be extinct; the other, to 
make no alteration cither in their laws or in their taxes ... 

Second; 

But when dominions arc acquired in a province differing in language, 
laws, and customs, the difficulties to overcome are great... One of the 
best and most certain means of doing so would be for the new ruler to 
take up his residence there. This ... is what the Turk has done in Greece. 

Third: 

The other and better remedy is to plant colonies in one or two of those 
places which form as it were the keys of the land, for it is necessary to 
do this or to maintain a large force of armed men. 

And fourth: 

h\irthcr, the ruler of a foreign province ... should make himself the 
leader and defender of his less powerful neighbors, and endeavor to 
weaken the stronger ones, and take care that they arc not invaded by 
some foreigner not less powerful than himself.'*® 

Now, the first thing to be noticed is that nowhere in the chapter 
does Machiavclli imply that these four rules constitute a “package.” 
The first solution stands clearly by itself. Of the three others, any one 
may meet the need of the particular historic situation. Tims the 
second method was employed by the Turks wlien they transferred 
their capital from Asia Minor to Byzantium; the third represents the 
Roman answer to tlicir problem. Louis XII, who, in Mosca's reading, 
figures as the violator of both the second and third precepts, docs 
not at all appear to be involved in cither case. The only crime for 
which he is arraigned by Machiavclli concerns the fourth principle 
--which Mosca docs not even mention. It was the policy of trusting 
the wrong allies and antagonizing the potential friends which, Ma¬ 
chiavclli says, brought about the collapse of the Italian empire of 
the French, and that is certainly a point which was worth raising. 
Mosca’s strange omission is, of course, a minor matter, but it may 
serve as a good example of the subtle ways in which the wind of 
argument blows where it listeth. 
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Mosca's main attack is focused upon Machiavclli's idol, Caesar 
Borgia. At great length our author shows, I believe conclusively, 
that Caesar was not much more than a pawn of French diplomacy; 
his greatness lasted only as long as he could rely on the king's military 
help; each time it was withdrawn, his little robber empire collapsed 
like a house of cards. At Sinigaglia he succeeded in suppressing the 
conspiracy of his own condotticri not because he was a genius, but 
because they were such cowards. In addition they were stupid enough 
to confide in the most treacherous man of the centur)'.®” 

Agreed. But what does it prove against Machiavelli? We must 
remember Mosca's reason for discussing Louis XII and the Duca 
Valentino at such length. They were to be his proof that Machiavelli 
was the naive, bookish type—not an empiricist. He never saw the 
real Caesar Borgia; he was dreaming up a myth. 

Precisely, Machiavclli's Caesar was, as Gramsci recognized, a myth. 
A myth may fail us momentarily, as the Borgia failed his Florentine 
admirer, and yet contain elements of future victory. It is from the 
defeated pawn of the French king that Machiavelli appeals to his 
Mcdiccan Prince to chase the French king and all other foreigners 
from the Italian soil. lie was not interested in the man but in the 
method of the prophet armed, and if the prophet was a bandit, as 
long as he made an end of all the other bandits that was cpiitc all 
right with Machiavelli. 

But it is at this point that our author moves up his most formi¬ 
dable guns. A myth, as any creed, is made of that stuff which appeals 
to the generic and not the particular in man. But human action, in 
particular the kind of action which we call historic, is compounded 
of a mass of individual and often strictly accidental elements which 
defy the generic rule. 'Phis “factor X" is recognized by Machiavelli 
when he introduces into his work the old notion of Fortuna. It seems 
to ill fit his scheme of rational, pragmatic action. Many writers 
l^oimccd on that concession to contingency as the weak point in 
Machiavclli's so-called system. Gaetano Mosea does not take that 
line; his argument is different: “From books one may derive generic 
knowledge of the human soul, but it is only through experience that 
we learn ... something about particular man." The second kind of 
knowledge is more difficult, “because each human being constitutes 
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a small world of its own, an ensemble of often mutually exclusive 
elements. Now, Machiavclli excels precisely in the general knowledge 
of man, while, as we have seen, erring frequently in individual judg¬ 
ment, and his precepts are, therefore, of little practical value.'' 

The range has been found, and the barrage can now begin in 
earnest: “I’here is a great deal of truth in his opinions about people, 
but it is not the entire truth, because he looks only at one aspect of 
the very complicated passions and manifestations of the human soul. 
But in practical life, particularly in political life, a partial truth is 
frequently more dangerous than complete ignorance .. 

The gunsights arc now trained on special targets: One will readily 
agree with Machiavclli when he says that one ought to make friends 
of those whom one cannot destroy. But how, asks Mosca, favor one 
without being unfair to others who arc coveting the same reward? 
Besides, it is not always possible to reduce to complete impotence 
those whom we have to disappoint; it takes a great deal of astuteness 
to discover, among all the discontented elements, the one whom we 
must fear the most. Machiavclli was right when he said ''of men in 
general that they are ungrateful, voluble dissemblers, anxious to avoid 
danger, and covetous of gain." But he himself admits that this 
cannot be said of all men. Also, he forgets to add that even those 
who more or less match his description are occasionally capable of 
generous and altruistic gestures. Nor does Machiavclli show us how 
to recognize those who arc morally superior and how to put to good 
use the small amount of loyalty and decency found even in those 
who are morally inferior.''^ 

Machiavclli, Mosca goes on, expects the impossible of his new 
Prince when he endows him with both noble and base qualities, 
when he insists that he seem rather than be good and merciful, that 
he should inspire confidence and yet break his own word the moment 
keeping it would be against his proper interest. For Machiavclli "does 
not tell us how one could attain these contradictory objectives at one 
and the same time ..." 

He does not. Indeed, there is a passage in The Discourses which 
Mosca could have quoted, indicating that those precepts represent a 
counsel of despair, an outburst of impatience rather than the author's 
most considered judgment: 
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It will ... be exceedingly rare that a good man should be willing to 
employ wicked means to become prince, even though his final object be 
good; or that a bad man, after having become prince, should be willing 
to labor for good ends, and that it should enter his mind to use for good 
purposes that authority which he has acquired by evil means.®*'' 

So Machiavelli knew that he was asking for the moon, but that was 
what The Prince amounted to: a challenge to accomplish the impos¬ 
sible. No work of scholarly sobriety, it was a call to action, to heroic 
action, an attempt to utilize the force of “splendid wickedness” at 
work in the new principalities for nobler ends. Was it because, after 
many centuries of normalcy, brute force had been unleashed again 
that Mosca was so cool toward the author and discoverer of the new 
Prince? 

Having exposed the impracticability of Machiavcllfs rules, Mosca 
attempts to improve on them. He writes, as it were, a postscript to 
The Prince: “ Phe Secretary of the Florentine Republic might have 
added that it is one thing to tell lies and another to deceive, and that 
the first rule in the art of cheating is to use lies sparingly and cau¬ 
tiously.” Fchoing proverbial wisdom, Mosca declares that “he who 
lies often is never believed.” As he wrote these lines, another writer 
proclaimed the exactly opposite philosophy, to wit, that any lie will 
ultimately be believed if only it is long enough repeated; and the 
bigger the lie, the better. Unlike Hitler's, Mosca's credence is the 
cultured one of Guicciardini who, “better advised than Machiavelli, 
recommends to act sincerely as a rule and to employ lies only in 
important eircumstances, which occur but rarely.” Not to lie at 
all may be the most cfTicicnt way of telling lies. The author quotes 
one modern diplomat complaining of a colleague; “'Phat man scares 
me. He could have confused me easily, if he had wanted to—he told 
me nothing but the truth.” Bismarck, we may add, had used the same 
technique, when, as a young ambassador to Paris, he told the h’rciich 
Fmperor, Napoleon III, quite bluntly what he had in store for him. 
He was, of course, not taken seriously, which was precisely what he 
wanted. Bismarck knew that one way to hide your thoughts, not the 
least effective one, is to reveal them candidly. 

So if a lie has to be told at all, it should have an admixture of truth 
—“just enough to make it difficult to tell the two apart.” 
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So much for the fictitious Machiavelli. Ilis advice, brought up to 
date by Mosca, may be summarized in a few phrases. The essentials 
include: a quick, precise insight into the thought processes, the char¬ 
acter of other people, the ability to gauge correctly their intentions 
and their potentialities; to retain self-control at any time and under 
any pressure; to keep in check passions such as hatred, love, ambition, 
greed; and to control fear—“above all, we must not know fear.’' All 
this has been expressed by Horace in one memorable line which 
Mosca quotes: **Aequam memento rebus in arduis servare mentem” 


Summing Up 

If Machiavclli’s work were as defective scientifically as it was, in 
Mosca's view, naive in its psychology, how are we to explain its last¬ 
ing fame? Some of the Machiavellian influence must be ascribed to 
“temporary,” distinct from the “permanent,” components. Of the 
first type is the figure of religious controversy, the “old Nick” of 
Protestant and Catholic polemicists accusing one another for two 
centuries of practicing the evil precepts of The Prince, Our author 
docs not tell the story of the Machiavelli legend in detail, remarking 
only that the erstwhile villain had become a hero to the Italy of the 
risorgimento, the great prophet of her tardy unity 

Both as a villain and a prophet Machiavelli is a figure that exists 
in time; his reputation, good or bad, can and must be explained from 
the historic context. 'Vlic perennial Machiavelli is much more elusive. 
But exist he did; he or some aspect of him has exerted a timeless 
fascination on all minds, 'llicrc arc so many Machiavcllis that not 
even a Cassirer could keep track of all, and yet, there is one Machia¬ 
velli about whom Cassirer, Burnham, Foscolo, and Mosca all agree. 
But who can tell him? Who has self-control enough to keep in check 
his love and hatred when confronted by this most ambiguous, most 
tantalizing of all authors? Mosca tried, he tried sincerely to remain 
objective. But the spirit of partiality was stronger, to his great embar¬ 
rassment. One senses it in his conclusion, which is highly laudatory. 
But the wry fact that Mosca praises not the thinker but the writer 
Machiavelli is revealing; not what Machiavelli said but how he said 
it explains his success: the “icy calm” with which he describes what 
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is human, all-too-human; the courageous candor with which he lavs 
bare the faults of the great and lowly alike—these faculties could not 
but thrill a public tired of the conventional circunilocutions. Here 
was a man at last who called a spade a spade and who “portrayed 
humanity exactly as he saw it.. 

Frequently he only saw one side of it, but that side he revealed 
with an incisivenes that struek the reader as a truth already dimly felt 
and now held up to him, a naked thing that made him feel and 
resent his own nakedness. No wonder people hated Maehiavelli, but 
they loved to hate him, for he dared to speak out their most secret 
fears and longings.*^” 

Machiavclli's very style has that same naked quality: “he docs not 
waste his time with polishing his periods;... his supreme concern is 
clarity; form hardly seems to bother him at all..He sets his thoughts 
down without worry ing about the likes or dislikes of his readers. 
“Never docs he try to sugarcoat the pill/’ 'The eynieal would be 
counselor of princes turns out to be a fanatic of the truth: “'riic same 
man who professed to teach his like the art of fraud, who tried to 
demonstrate that lying was not only profitable but an absolute neces¬ 
sity—that man was, as a writer, one of the most honest of all times.” 
Had Machiavelli been less honest, “he would have done anything but 
write 77rc Prince, for the true hypocrites of all times and all countries 
know quite well that their first rule forbids them to reveal their trade 
secrets to others.” 

One is not (juite sure whether to call all this a tribute or a consola¬ 
tion prize. There is no question about Mosca’s absolute sincerity. 
71iis study revelled in the demonstration of his own honesty by 
showing how it often contradicted his own logic and how he refused 
to compromise where a less honest man would have glossed over 
difficulties with some facile formula. It is the same bewildered recti¬ 
tude that makes him praise as well as condemn Machiavelli—praise 
his honesty, yet, in the end revert to the original position that the 
author of The Prince is a poor teacher. 

Mosca is of course right: Machiavelli cannot tell us how to become 
good political psychologists and strategists, 'riicrc is a story claiming 
that another Secretary, the late Joseph Stalin, kept the little tract 
for princes by his bed, consulting it before each major move. Poor 
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Machiavclli! You could not teach the great practitioners of statecraft 
anything. 

But did he really intend to teach them? Mosca assumes that he 
did. But all depends on how one wishes to interpret one word that 
oeeurs so often in The Prince. The word is “rule/' as it is used, for 
instance, in the sentenee: “It now remains to be seen what are the 
methods and rules for a prince as regards his subjects and friends." 
lliat sounds indeed deeeptively like an attempt to define those norms 
by which princes ought to aet. But “rule" not only may mean “pre¬ 
cept” but also “law” in the scientifie sense, description of some regu¬ 
larity observed in natural events. Suppose that Machiavclli had 
intended to diseover the same regularity in liuman events, that he had 
tried to do for politics what Socrates had tried to do for ethies. How 
would he have gone about it? One way for him would have been to 
limit himself to descriptive statements such as “there are two methods 
of fighting, the one by law, the other by force.” This sentenee 
states a fact and nothing else. But a whole book composed of nothing 
but siieh faetual statements would have missed its purpose altogether. 
It would still have shocked the great majority of peaeeful, law-abiding 
readers, but it was not for them that the book was written. If it were 
to reaeh the right, the princely address, its language had to be 
“splendidly wicked.” Its brashness, its brutality were all parts of a 
literary stratagem. For merely to inform the rulers that they did what 
they were doing would indeed have been “naive” in the extreme. 
Blit once we take the view that Machiavelli's purpose was not to 
teach the past masters of hypocrisy the “rules” of power politics, but, 
under the pretense of talking out of turn, to reassure them of the 
soundness of their policy, then Machiavelli's work at once assumes a 
different dimension. 

To let the cat out of the bag would in that case no longer be an 
act of “indecent exposure” but, quite on the contrary, an act of libera¬ 
tion, not to say of absolution. The new men arc given a clean bill of 
health, they are presented with the gift of a good conscience. By 
imparting to them their stern duties, Machiavclli is, by implication, 
stating their new rights as well. By brushing aside the objections of 
the old morality, he clears the ground on which the modern state, 
conceived in illegality, could grow to be legitimate. The Prince was 
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to encourage the spread of an intellectual climate which would make 
that new legality acceptable 

Thus understood, the novelty and the importance of the Machia¬ 
vellian work is not its content, not its "revelation’’ but the very fact 
of it, the act of revelation proper. Mosca almost saw that when he 
praised the "honesty" of MachiavcIIi, only to relapse into his old 
interpretation of The Prince as a political set of do-it-yourself in¬ 
structions. How really "naive" that view is—shared by many others 
besides Mosca—can be seen by a short glance at Mosea’s own work. 
If Mosca’s Ruling Class were to impart no other mesage except the 
one that democracy is wrong because you find in all societies a domi¬ 
nant minority and a ruled mass—if that were all that Mosca had to 
say, his book could be dismissed in a short paragraph. As Mosca says 
himself, the facts of rule are known, and always have been known, 
by all.^*'^ What gives his work its practical significance is that it re¬ 
states these obvious facts, at a critical juncture of history, for the ben¬ 
efit of an emerging elite to whom their own role is still far from 
obvious. For them llie Rulmg Class could be no more a handbook 
of political instruction than The Prince could have been to Medici and 
Borgia. What the book could do was to give the new elites not 
advice, but respectability. 

If anything, the work of the man who was called a Machiavellian 
but who did not himself take to MachiavcIIi may have heli)ed to 
formulate, if not to generate, the twenticth-eenliiry myth of the 
ruling class. 



13 

MORUS TO MARX 


The long study of Niccolo Machiavclli was, a few years later, fol¬ 
lowed by a briefer piece on his contemporary, Thomas More.^ Though 
adding little to the immense controversy grown up around the 
Utopia, Mosca's slender opus was not just a casual improvisation. 
To the author, it looked good enough to be incorporated, with some 
minor textual changes, into the various chapters of the History con¬ 
cerned with socialism.- Mosca’s essay is a study of the genealogy of 
socialist ideas. 

It is difficult to say which problem was the more important one 
to Gaetano Mosca: the new pseudo science, Marxist communism, or 
the “democratic fallacy.” In the last analysis, the two problems were 
but one. In the first Elementi Mosca says: “The real parent of the 
sentiments, the passions, the manner of looking at social life and 
appraising it that resulted practically in the birth and growth of 
social democracy was Jean Jacques Rousseau.” The same idea recurs 
in the second Elementi: “Communistic ideas .. .were, after all, only 
natural corollaries to the demoeratie ideas that had already been 
formulated by Rousseau.” ® 

But it is the contemporary, Marxist version of the democratic 
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heresy that seems to present sueh a threat to Mosca’s way of life 
that in comparison with it Rousseau and his mass-dcmocratic conse¬ 
quences become minor evils. Consequently, references to Marx and 
his followers abound in Mosca’s works; more than one-tcntli of the 
entire text of The Ruling Class is taken up by criticisms of collec¬ 
tivist and other theories of socialism. 'I’hc theme is literally the “red 
thread"' that runs through Mosca's entire litcrarj' life; pronounce¬ 
ments about Marx and Marxism alone would easily fill a whole 
volume. The title of such volume would have to be “Mosca versus 
Marx’" rather than “Mosca about Marx,” for it would tell us more 
about our author and his animosities than about dialectics and his¬ 
torical materialism. 

llic reasons for this failure—if it must be called that—of the critic 
Mosca bear investigation; that it is not due to any lack of effort on 
his part requires no proof: the fact alone that he devoted a new^ study 
to the subject at the age of seventy, w'ith his main work behind him, 
is snfTicicnt evidence of Iiis sincerity and scholarly persistence. 

It is too l)ad that Mosca did not think of utilizing his resources to 
make a comparison between the two contemporaries. More and 
Machiavelli, the great moralist and the great realist. Tlic result might 
have been a fascinating study in both contrasts and affinities, such as 
was the recent work by the German, Gerhard Ritter."* Mosca almost 
secs tlie point of contact between the two aiitliors w'hcn he analyzes 
the third book of the Utopia with its implied message of imperialism: 
“'Hie modern reader wall be surprised by the norms which guided the 
foreign policy of the Utopians, because it is the foreign policy of 
Kngland from the finic of Queen F.lizabetli dowai to the nineteenth 
century and perhaps even, with modifications, in tlie twentieth."" ^ 
'The description of the policy of economic penetration and alliances 
follows, as outlined by More. From there it was not far to seeing in 
his foreign policy the Machiavellian elements. Rut Ritter recognized 
what Mosca failed to sec: “Having his Utopians live under a free 
constitution, More felt certain that their foreign |)olicy too would 
always be rational and moral... But on closer consideration, even 
their pacific w'clfarc state reveals its genuine imperialistic character 
(crw'cist sich als cin echtcr Macht- iincl Ilerrschaftsstaat); all the 
daemonic forces which our humanist had tried to banisli from the 
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rational construction of his state erupt again in its external policy.” ® 
In politics, too, the old Roman proverb holds good: Naturam expellas 
fiirca, tamen usque recurret. 

But Mosca is more interested in the genealogy of More’s work and 
in tracing its influence on later communistic system builders. The 
Utopia was, of course, informed by the Republic, but More, unlike 
Plato, retained the family as the basic unit of his social order. A strain 
of qiiasi-communistic asceticism runs through the history of primitive 
Christianity and reappears in the heretical extremism of the Cathari 
and Albigcnscs, of the poor men of Lyon, and among some of the 
followers of Wyclif and John Hus, although none of these move¬ 
ments can be said to have officially endorsed a communist program. 

Turning to the period following the publication of Utopia, Mosca 
docs not rule out the possibility that the German and Dutch Ana¬ 
baptists were already influenced by More, because their leaders, 
I'homas Miinzer and John of Leiden, were both “not without some 
education.” But in the main they differed from More in that they 
rejected all political rule and in social matters appealed to the Bible. 
The same religious motivation Mosca finds characteristic of the 
British Levellers. His reference to that important faction in the Great 
Rebellion is not clear, for on the one hand he docs not claim that 
they were in any way “Utopians,” on the other hand he seems to 
think that they were communists, asserting that “their aim, as their 
name indicates, was the cquali/ation of all wealth.” Our author obvi¬ 
ously was not familiar with the modern literature which leaves no 
doubt that the Levellers, in contrast to the Diggers, were not com¬ 
munists but democrats. 

What separates More’s work from the utopianism of the Anabap¬ 
tists and the Levellers as Mosca saw them is its consistent secularism. 
Indeed, in Mosca’s view, Utopia was the first attempt made after 
Plato’s “to coiistruet a communistic system rationally, without a 
religious basis.” ^ It is for this reason that for a hundred and fiftv 
years More’s work remained an isolated feat, until religious passion 
had burned itself out. In the pale, soft glow of eighteenth-century 
deism, the religious secpticism and tolerance of the Utopia at last 
came into their own. Whether the Rousseau who wrote the Discourse 
on the Origin of Inequality in 1753 was influenced by lliomas More 
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must remain doubtful, but ‘‘without any question Rousseau’s funda¬ 
mental maxim, the preponderant motive of his entire political philos¬ 
ophy, namely, that man is good by nature but becomes eorrupted 
by society—that motive is implicitly contained in Morns’ famous 
book.” ** 

In the same year as Rousscairs Discourse, appeared the Basileade 
of Morelly, to be followed by his Code dc la luiture in 1755 . Both 
works develop a plan for a cominnnistically organized society. In 
1768 , the Abbe Mably proposed a kindred program in his Doutes 
proposees aiix philosophes. The Jacobins of the French revolution put 
down the conspiracy of “Gracchus” Babeuf and his fellow commu¬ 
nists. among whom the Italian Buonarroti, their biographer, knew 
the Utopia “almost certainly.” At least, the work in which he told 
the story of the movement (published in 1828 ) described the program 
of the Kqiials very much along Utopian lines. 

In the case of Saint-Simon our author still maintains his previous 
reservations. He does not consider him among the ancestors of mod¬ 
ern communisni and denies that More had any influence on him. 
“We must,” Mosca insists, “distinguish sharply between the more 
radical ideas of his followers and the authentic teachings of their 
master.” Saint-Simon “was not on principle opposed to private prop¬ 
erty; his aim was to place the means of production in the hands of 
those who knew best how to use them, and political control was to 
be given to the economic and scientific leaders of societv.” ^ 

But in sjiite of Mosca\s conclusion, Saint-Simon will probably 
continue to be counted among the “utopian socialists”; that is in any 
case his role in Marx and Isngcls’ Manifesto, and most bourgeois 
writers do agree with them. Schumpeter speaks of “the genuine brand 
of utopian socialism which St. Simon’s ... writings display at its 
best.” 

Mosca’s catalogue of ninetccnth-century Utopians included Fourier, 
Louis Blanc, Leroux, Cabet, and Bellamy. Cabet is branded as “a 
virtual plagiarist” of More, and Bellamy in turn, according to our 
author, stole from Cabet, with the greatest of success. “Which goes 
to show that the efficacy of a book is determined not by its originality 
or its intrinsic merit but by the degree :jf intellectual and moral 
preparation of the public.” “ 
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Why Mosca failed to mention Robert Owen, probably the most 
successful of the practicing Utopians, is a mystery. Schumpeter, who 
links the Englishman’s experiments with More’s Utopia, has this to 
remark about New Lanark: “It might seem that the plan was more 
operational than More’s: there was not only an ideal but also a bridge 
leading to it.” However, Schumpeter then qualifies his praise: “Both 
government action and individual efforts arc introduced as dei ex 
inachina ... No soil was provided for the rose trccs—they were left 
to feed on beauty.” 

Did the Utopia influence Karl Marx? The very question would 
infuriate the orthodox among the Marxists. Even Mosca hesitates 
to answer it in the affirmative, lie docs not go beyond asserting 
that More’s book unquestionably was among the intellectual influ¬ 
ences which engendered, in the educated classes, the mentality which 
regards private property as incompatible with human justice. “But 
when Marx wrote his Kapital, socialist thought had been nourished 
from many other sources.” One of them was, of course, Ilcgel, and 
Ricardo’s economic theory another. The belief that capitalist com¬ 
petition will abolish competition was already held by Louis Blanc 
and Ecrdinand Lassallc, who also conceived, before Marx, the 
“law of increasing proletarian misery.” But none of the Utopians, 
with the one exception of Lcroux who had an obscure notion of it, 
came to Marx’s conclusion that the coming of collectivism was 
inevitable. 'I'his conception, “which contributed so much to tlic 
diffusion of Marxism, is certainly not to be found in More or Cam- 
panclla, nor in Morelly and Buonarroti.” (Neither, let us add, ean 
it be found in Marx—at any rate not in the apodictie form in which 
it is attributed to him by Mosca.) Yet, Das Kapital does, in Mosca’s 
view, show traces of More’s influence: “I have in mind that part 
... in which Marx tries to trace the origin of capitalistic accumu¬ 
lation in England to the substitution for pasture of grain cultivation 
in the sixteenth century, a process coupled with the usurpation of 
the commons by the great proprietors, which caused great masses 
of now' unemployed farm laborers to migrate to the cities and to 
sell their brawn for hunger wages.” It is the same story whieh 
More, three hundred and fifty years before Karl Marx, had told 
in the first book of the Utopia, 
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In the conclusion of his simcy, Mosca asks himself the question: 
Did More take his own Utopia seriously, did he believe it could 
be put to work, or was it only meant to be a piece of social criticism? 
Wds it ju>t a tract against the new, capitalistic forces unleashed by 
the ludor revolution from above? Our author sides with “the 
majority opinion,” which holds that More's purpose was to draw 
public attention to the gra\’e political and social crisis which con¬ 
vulsed his Mngland. Ilis work was a broadside aimed at the people 
who thought that those conditions were inevitable. In addition there 
was, Mosca felt, a streak of literary vanity in 'I’homas More, a con¬ 
fidence that he could conjure up a state even more logical than 
Plato’s, more in tunc with the new age than was The Rcpiihlic.^^ 

Without comment but with obvious approval Mosca cites More's 
own objections to Utopia: it must be the poorest of all countries, 
since nobody will work ver\' hard—the communality of goods cannot 
replace private incentives; and how will government be possible 
nnder conditions of complete equality? Our author is convinced 
that these opinions arc More’s own—he would not othenvise have 
ended his work by first granting that much good might come from 
copving Utopian institutions, but then adding wistfully: “this I may 
rather wish for than hope after.” 

In a wav this is not what our author said before, when he inter¬ 
preted More’s book as an attempt to “stem the tide.” 'Phe pessimistic 
end would rather indicate that he had, like some other leading writers 
of his period, given up all hope in the realization of the perfect 
eonnnonwealth. Ilis work was an ironic connscl of despair.^"* 


’Phe Utopia of Karl Marx 

"Phongh Mosca does not claim that Marx owed nmeh to More, 
it is (jiiite evident that he thought of him very much as a utopian 
in the wider sense, as postulating sometliing that cannot be realized 
bceausc it goes against the grain of human nature. When he cites 
More’s doubts as to the viability of an economy without incentives 
and of a society of equals, he has obviously in mind the Marxian 
prophecy of the “free associations of prodneers,” each of whom will 
get a share “according to his needs.” Our author is, however, con- 
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scious of the fact that such predictions are not simply reckless 
fantasies of a great demagogue but tuned to several deep-seated 
human inclinations: 

We believe that soeial democraey threatens the future of modern eivili- 
zation, yet we are obliged to reeognize that it is based on the sentiment of 
justiee, on envy and on the craving for pleasures; and those qualities are 
so widespread among men, especially in our day, that it would be a great 
mistake to deny that socialist doctrines have very great powers of self¬ 
propagation.** 

The middle class itself helped to unleash those powers. It was 
perhaps more than a mere accident that “the publication of ‘Cap¬ 
ital' coincided with the beginning of a series of extensions of the 
suffrage... Perhaps the bourgeoisie hoped that it would not be 
difficult to attract the new electors into the lists of the old 
parties..But the masses understood soon that “political equality 
did not give them any concrete advantage unless it was accompanied 
by economic equality, and that the former was only of value to them 
if it served as an instrument for arriving at the latter, or at least 
for obtaining some material advantage.” 

Mosca could have cited Lenin when he wrote that the political 
class of the proletarian movement was cither bourgeois in origin or 
made up of “self-taught workers who had more or less acquired a 
culture analogous to that of the bourgeois.” The first of these “apos¬ 
tles” were sincere enthusiasts, but to them “were added afterwards, 
as always happens, the scoundrels, who saw in the new doctrine an 
easy means of getting on, of becoming conspicuous and of entering 
parliament. Tlranks to the works of both, one arrived at the mixture 
of noble and ignoble passions, of the spirit of sacrifice and of cruel 
desire for domination... which has always formed the strongest 
cement of those great human organizations which have succeeded in 
modifying the history of the world.” ** 

Like Marx before him, Mosca knew that many of those “doctors 
without patients and attorneys without clients” who deserted from 
the bourgeoisie were, in the main, the victims of the economic proc¬ 
ess. The pauperization of the middle clas.ses in the wake of World 
War I accelerated that defection. Although Mosca docs not say so 
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explicitly, the meaning of his sociological analysis is clear: “In many 
countries the middle classes can hardly maintain the margin of eco¬ 
nomic well-being which is indispensable if one is to acquire a higher 
education .. A diploma from an institute of higher learning was 
"required for following the so-called liberal professions*'; today Mosca 
would say that one had to look hard for professions which did not 
demand some sort of a diploma for even the lowliest job. “If that 
were all, the social harm would perhaps be endurable; but the worst 
of it is that those professions soon become overcrowded. Middle 
class elements, therefore, turn more and more to a panting search 
for public office .. 

The obvious inference is that the applicant who cannot be accom¬ 
modated by the ruling class will seek employment with the multiply¬ 
ing party and trade-union secretariats of the growing proletarian 
(fascist) counter-state. Utopia, in our time, has become organized, 
large-scale, self-perpetuating operation and manipulation. The manipu¬ 
lated masses are taught, as they always were, to take the masters' 
words on faith: "The working man in Pans, Barcelona, Milan, the 
farm laborer in Romagna, the shopkeeper in Berlin, arc at l)()tlom 
no more emancipated from the ipse dixit than they would be if they 
went to mass, to a Protestant service, or to the synagogue. Instead 
of believing blindly in the priest they believe blindly in the revolu¬ 
tionary agitator." The organized utopian movement is, in Sorel's 
terminology, inspired by a myth. Only it is a myth that, to quote 
hanst Cassirer, "can be manufactured in the same sense and accord¬ 
ing to the same inetliods as other modern weapons—like machine- 
guns or airplanes." 

Unlike Sorel, Mosca sees no reason why a myth could not be ana¬ 
lyzed and, if found wanting, be rejected by those who "set above 
every creed and every interest of party the dispassionate search for a 
social adjustment that shall represent the greatest good that is within 
the power of our poor humanity to attain." Believing only in "relative 
justice," Mosca feels: 

... it is our riglit and duty to ask whether, witli tlie realization of the 
communist system, justice, truth, love, and reciprocal toleration among 
men, will hold a larger place in the world than they now occupy; whether 
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the strong, who will always be on top, will be less overbearing; whether the 
weak, who will always be at the bottom, will be less overborne. That ques¬ 
tion we now answer dceideclly with the word “no.'* 21 

Now, this is indeed a crucial question, equally important to the 
Marxist and to the “dispassionate’' seeker for truth. Our author 
already assumes what his opponent will most bitterly deny, namely, 
that the strong will always be on top and the weak always at the 
bottom of the social pyramid. Tlic Marxist will suggest that many 
of the strong are, under bourgeois auspices, kept at the bottom and 
that they should be provided a better chance to reach the top. How¬ 
ever, if one disregards that point, there still remains the problem of 
whether Mosca’s question is directed to the right address. For surely 
Marx did not base his main argument on moral grounds: his ambi¬ 
tion was precisely to advance a set of scientific propositions showing 
why the capitalistic system could not last. To talk of “justice, truth, 
love, and reciprocal toleration” was in his view both “utopian” and 
‘‘reactionary,” an attempt to dodge the real issue. To be sure, the 
critic has a perfect right to inquire into the utopian elements that 
one may easily discover in the Marxian doctrine—always provided he 
considers also, as objectively as possible, its scientific claims. For 
Mosca, the proud scientist, to treat the theory behind the propa¬ 
ganda talk as a negligible quantity is to underrate the formidable, if 
one-sided and therefore mistaken, logic of the Marxian system. 

With that caveat, the strictures of our author, although not origi¬ 
nal, make perfectly good sense. His arguments against a future com¬ 
munist society anticipate the kindred views of his disciple, Robert 
Michels, by fifteen years. I1ic theory of the political class is, in Mos¬ 
ca’s view, as applicable to a conmiunist state as to any other tvpc of 
rule, and therefore what is true of class societies will cciually apply 
to the so-called classless society of Marx and luigels. “Communist 
and collectivist societies would beyond any doubt be managed by 
officials.” Mosca assumes, as does Michels, “that in accord with the 
norms of social democracy, they would be elected exclusively by uni¬ 
versal suffrage.” Knowing that “the selection of candidates is itself 
almost always the work of organized minorities,” we will not doubt 
the outcome: a small bureaucratic oligarchy ruling in the name of 
the majority. 
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llic communist objection that the thcom of Gaetano Mosca 
would apply only to class societies controlled by influential capitalists 
finds him ready: 

'I'hosc who argue in that manner forget ... that even in societies or¬ 
ganized as they propose there would still be those who would manage the 
public wealth and then tlic great mass of those wlio are managed ... 
'I’lie administrators of the social republic would also be its political heads, 
and they would undoubtedly be far more powerful than the ministers and 
millionaires we know today>- 

W'^riltcn twenty years before the Bolshevik October, this prediction 
is not unimpressive. Later writers could do little but elaborate the 
argument with the wisdom of hindsight.-'* 

Returning from the future to his present, Mosca states that “the 
strength of the socialist and anarchist doctrines lies not so much in 
their positive as in their negative aspects—in their minute, pointed, 
merciless criticism of our present organization of society/’ And Mosca, 
as we know, is no defender of the status quo: “Between the service 
that an indi\’idual renders to society and the reward that he receives 
there is almost always a wide, and often a glaring, discrepancy, 'lo 
fight socialism by trying to deny, or merely to extenuate, that fact 
is to take one’s stand on a terrain on which defeat is certain/* 
M( )sca, therefore, |)ieks a different terrain to make his stand. His 
answer to the critics of the left, the only one “that can be offered,** 
is as elemcntaTy as it is, let us say, disarming: 

No social organization can be based exclusively upon the sentiment of 
jiistier ... It is natnial that things should he that wav . . . Human senti- 
nients being what they aie, to set out to eieet a t\pe of political organiza¬ 
tion that will eoircspond in all rc\spects to the ideal of jiisliec ... is a 
utopia, and the utopia be comes franklv dangerous whcai it succeeds in 
hiingmg a laige mass of intellectual and moral energies to bear uj)on 
the achievi jiient of an end that wall never be achieved and that, on the 
day of its purported achiexement, can mean nothing more than triumph 
for the worst peojde and distress and disapj)ointment for the good. 

In support of this our author quotes Burke, Albert Schafflc, the 
Italian, leilio Vanni, and the Frenchman, Maurice Block.'-"' 

Once more w'e must remind ourselves that Mosca is speaking here 
not of More or Fourier or Cabet, but of Karl Marx, the Marx who 
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wrote the Manifesto and the Kdpittil—whose interest was not in 
ehanging human nature but in showing that political and social in¬ 
stitutions change with the productive forces of society, sometimes 
in a slow, evolutionary fashion, sometimes in a revolutionary leap. 
But all these changes arc not viewed as caused by man's insatiable 
demands for more material power (not to mention social justice); 
rather his activities both in the moral and material field will be con¬ 
ditioned by the social function which he and his class have to fulfill 
in the collective process. It is this Marx with whom we must come to 
grips; here is the real challenge for a theorist of Gaetano Mosca's 
rank. It must be said that he takes his own good time in meeting it. 


Marxism As a Science 

Tlie section in which Mosca finally gets around to talking about 
Marxist theory will disappoint the reader waiting for a competent 
analysis of dialectical materialism or Marxian economics. There arc, 
to be sure, extenuating circumstances to explain the all too obvious 
fact that Mosca was not well acquainted with his subject. When he 
wrote the first part of the Elementi, the authentic Marx was hardly 
known in Latin Europe. Georges Sorcl, for instance, certainly an 
avid student of Marxism, for the most part got his information second¬ 
hand. In Italy the situation was a little better; there men like 
Napolcone Colajanni, Benedetto Croce, Antonio Labriola, and 
Achille Loria knew their Marx ka(exochen. But the majority of 
authors eager to discuss the fearful Lion from the North had to rely 
on a few fragments translated, more or less faithfully, from the original 
in some reviews; for the most part they had to take the word of the 
few experts, or, worse, of the journalists and social-democratic agita¬ 
tors whose Karl Marx was of the bargain-counter variety rather than 
the truthful image of the ponderous yet subtle scholar of Das Kapi- 
tal. Among those who received their Marx by proxy must be counted 
our own author. His main source is Loria; in addition he seems to 
have studied Colajanni. Croce's seminal study appeared too late to 
benefit the first part of the Elementi.^^ And when Mosca wrote the 
second part, it was too late for him to shed the very strong impres¬ 
sions of his younger years and to begin to really read Marx. In all the 
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476 pages of The Ruling Class one finds not more than one direct 
quotation from Marx—a fact which would hardly merit notice if the 
subject matter did not play such a great role in Mosca’s mind. 

Writing in 1895 , he limits his analysis to a discussion of the thcor>^ 
of the class struggle which, according to him, '"is based on an incom¬ 
plete, one-sided and biased examination of history.'' Our author has 
no trouble naming instances in which the struggle between classes 
played no role at all, such as the wars ‘'of Greece against Persia and 
of Rome against Carthage, the rapid and tremendous growth of 
Christianity and Mohammedanism, the Crusades and even the re¬ 
vival of Italian nationality called the Risorginiento, which, as Angelo 
Messedaglia, a witty and learned economist, used to say, was much 
more due to the influence of poets and novelists than to economic 
factors." 

Although a whole flock of comments may already at this point 
rush to the reader's mind, I shall ask him to be patient. Let us hear 
the author's argument in full before submitting a few critical re¬ 
marks. 

After having expressed his agreement with the witty Signor Mes¬ 
sedaglia, Mosca goes on to expose the fallacy of the class struggle 
doctrine by relating how, in the Second Punic War, “the masses in 
manv Italian cities" went over to Hannibal, “whereas the patricians 
for Ihc most part remained loyal to Rome." Now this would indicate 
that the class factor, though it may not have caused that great war 
itself, was not completely absent from it either. But that is not tiie 
conclusion of the author. To him, “such a fact is easily understand¬ 
able. 'Flic poor are always more desirous of change, and they also 
ha\’c less political intuition than ruling classes." (We could ask, why 
did the poor of Naples, why did the great mass of lazzaroni fight to 
a man for their royal tyrant agaiast the French revolutionary armies? 
But we ])romiscd not to interrupt.) “In the Crusades, too,'' Mosca 
goes on, “love of gain was mixed with religions fanaticism. But the 
presence of an ceonomic factor in a .social phenomenon docs not 
mean that it is necessarily the main factor, much less that it actually 
caused the phenomenon." 

So much about foreign wars and their relation to the theory of 
class struggles. But when we turn to civil wars, “which should be espc- 
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cially likely to reflect class struggles,” Mosca finds the socialist analysis 
equally ‘'incomplete and therefore mistaken.” History is replete with 
proletarian or plebeian uprisings, and “such outbreaks have some¬ 
times been occasioned by unusual and truly unbearable oppression.” 
But, says Mosca, even more frequently those rebellions came in the 
wake of “governmental disturbances, with the beginnings of which 
the insurgents had nothing to do, but which offered them a chance 
to get arms..What Mosca understands by “governmental dis¬ 
turbances” becomes clear when he declares that those rebellions of 
the masses either were suppressed “with relative case and sometimes 
with brutality,” or else did not appreciably improve social conditions 
for the rebels: 

Tlic only social conflicts, bloody or bloodless, that have resulted in 
actually modifying the organization of society and the composition of the 
ruling classes, have ])ccn started by new influential elements, new social 
forces, rising within governed classes (hut representing very small factions 
of them numerically) ... 

I'lXaniplcs: the rise to power of the Roman plcbs in the fifth and 
fourth centuries n.c.; tlic triumph of the already strong bourgeoisie 
in the hVcnch revolution. In both cases, the broad masses benefited 
from the victory of the “new forces,” but, as Mosca insists with 
vehcincncc, “that docs not mean ... that the entire mass of the gov¬ 
erned has in fact—whatever the law—supplanted the governing mi¬ 
nority or stood so nearly on a par with it that the distinction between 
the two has come to an end. Nor will this ever happen.” 

Next Mosca tries to show at length that Marx has no right to ac¬ 
cuse the entire bourgeoisie of parasitism, and he devotes many pages 
to prove that superior skill in managing large capitals and labor forces 
ought to be rewarded. Thus the Marxist notion of a “continuous and 
sinister conspiracy of the rich against the poor... seems to be a sort 
of persecution mania, to use very charitable terms.” Nor should 
such statutes as the one passed by the English Parliament in 1339 in 
order to keep wages down be taken as an indication of deliberate 
wrong-doing (it is in this connection that the single quotation from 
Das Kapital appears). Mosca wants us to be charitable toward the 
rulers: “What they were thinking in their ignorance was that by pass¬ 
ing the apposite laws they could either mitigate or prevent the serious 
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economic disturbances that resulted from sudden and excessive rises 
in the prices of all sorts of commodities, including the prices of 
labor." 30 

This will be enough to give the reader an idea of Mosca’s approach. 
We said before that he confines himself, at least in the first Elementiy 
to one aspect of the Marxian system, 'riicrc is basically nothing 
wrong with that, as long as nobody is left in doubt about the limited 
scope of the inquirj'. 'Flic reader is entitled to that information. If he 
is denied it, the result is likely to be one of stark confusion or, as in 
the ease at hand, of amused incredulity. Well might that reader ask: 
"If this is all there is to it, how in the world could anybody take Marx 
seriously?" 

'Fhat is, unfortunately, the impression Mosea gives. I’here arc two 
ways of criticism by reduction. One is to slim down a theory to man¬ 
ageable size, where it becomes innocuous, “safe." 'Fhis is accom¬ 
plished by elimination of all marginal claims of the doctrine not 
essential to the basic proposition. But the whittling process must 
stop somewhere if the critic wants to use the theory for his own pur¬ 
poses. Otherwise it would become too narrow to have general signifi¬ 
cance. 

'Flic other way is to refute one or some of the marginal claims of 
tlic theory and to take this to mean that the whole proposition is 
untenable. 

'Flic second way is Mosca's. lie tries to show that the class struggle 
doctrine cannot be correct because, for one, it does not explain for¬ 
eign wars. Now the relationship between external and domestic 
(civil) wars is indeed in need of much more explorative attention 
than it has received so far. However, this much can be said: no seri¬ 
ous Marxist ever claimed that history is nothing but the history of 
class struggles. What he will say is that, if we arc to make sense 
out of the general phenomenon of war, each particular war must be 
analyzed in terms of the socio-economic structure of the warring sys¬ 
tems. lie will not be satisfied with general pronouncements about 
war, such as that men have always fought and will always fight, slave¬ 
holders, feudal lords, bourgeois, or communists. "Fhe Marxist will in¬ 
sist that each of these wars had and has a different significance. lie 
will inquire why the Athenians sent an expedition against Syracuse 
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and will discover, as quite a few non-Marxists have also found, that 
Athens had to seek control of Sicily in order to protect a vital supply 
line of her far-flung economic interests; he will find that she was 
fighting an imperialist war, and that this imperialism was in turn 
conditioned by the need to satisfy the demands of the pauperized 
free citizens at home.^^ 'I'hc Second Punic War mentioned by Mosca 
was a traders' war, fought in the interest of the equestrian class in 
Rome against the strong resistance of the landed aristocracy. The 
mass desertion of the lower-class Italic allies indicates the crisis 
caused by the change-over from rural self-sufficiency to a commercial 
slave economy, the change which soon leads to the Gracchian trou¬ 
bles, and on to the civil wars. 

There is undoubtedly a much closer connection between wars and 
revolutions than our author seems to take for granted. The French 
and Russian revolutions both came after foreign wars which had ex¬ 
hausted the resources and demolished the prestige of both the French 
and Russian monarchies. I’hat does not mean their defeats were 
caused by a social struggle in their countries—the class struggle was 
still dormant under Louis XV, and no self-rcspccting Marxist will 
have the temerity to assert that the underground activities of Lenin's 
parly were responsible for the catastrophe which overtook the Ro¬ 
manoffs. But that is not the point at all. What matters is that Russia 
was a backward country, totally incapable of fighting the industrial 
war machine of Germany. Hence, the defeat of Russia was, the Marx¬ 
ist would say, economically predetermined, or, to express it differ¬ 
ently: her class structure did not correspond to her industrial needs 
intensified by war. (The reader is reminded of the fact that the major¬ 
ity of Russian socialists, including Lenin, assumed up to 1917 that 
the collapse of Tsarism would usher in a bourgeois capitalist era. 
Lenin merely differed with the Mensheviks in planning for his party 
to administer a capitalist Russia in lieu of a bourgeoisie too weak to 
do the job). It might not even be impossible to locate a connection 
between the Cromwellian revolution, whose class character nobody 
will deny, and the great Continental war that raged for thirty years 
while King and Parliament engaged in a pre-civil war over the ques¬ 
tion, among others, of armed intervention. The half-hearted attempts 
that were made in that direction (La Rochelle) only intensified the 
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feud between the Protestant and patriotic Parliament and the pro- 
Catholic, neutralist dynasty. A war not fought recoiled to become 
civil war. The temptation to pursue this line is great, but it will have 
to be resisted. 

'Phe relationship between religion and the economic factor is an¬ 
other difficulty for the Marxist to which Mosca rightly draws at¬ 
tention. Blit again he underrates the enemy in arguing, more or less 
like Max Weber, that religion may cause people to act in a wav 
which will be economically relevant without, however, permitting us 
to say that it is caused by economic reasons.^- But Marx knew that. 
So did Engels when he wrote that religion ''stands furthest away from 
material life and seems most alien to it.*’ He explains its origin, of 
course, "from erroneous, primitive conceptions of men about their 
own nature and external nature,” but continues: "Everv ideology, 
however, once it has arisen, develops in connection with tlic given 
concept-material, and develops this material further.” 'Unis medieval 
Christianity "attached to theology all the other forms of ideology- 
philosophy, politics, jurisprudence—and ... thereby constrained every 
social and political movement to take a theological form.”'*’* 

To say that ideologies arc very powerful tools of the ruling class 
is not the same as charging tlic rich with a "sinister conspiracy... 
against the poor.” Marx never did so charge tlicni consciously: "'Po 
])revcnt possible misunderstanding, a word. T paint the capitalist and 
the landlord in no sense coulair de rose. But here individuals arc 
dealt with only in so far as they arc the personifications of economic 
categories... and class-interests. My stand point.. .can less than any 
other make the individual responsible for relations whose creature he 
socially remains, however much he may subjectively raise himself 
above them.” Tims Marx in the Preface to Das Kapital.^^ And Niko¬ 
lai Bukharin who. when this appears in print, may very well be re¬ 
admitted to the Moscow pantheon of honored dead, has this to say: 

I he fact that the class psychology is determined by the totality of 
the conditions of the class life, based on the general economic situa¬ 
tion, should not lead ns to ascribe the class psychology to selfish 
interest, which is a very frequent error... Class psychology includes 
many other elements.” The pessimistic pre »chings of the late Roman 
philosophers, for instance, represented “a psychology of repletion. 
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satiety, of disgust with life" which had ''its roots in the parasitic role 
of the ruling class... Yet we may not say that Seneca, when he 
preached suicide, was expressing the interests of his class." 

These few examples may suffice to show that, from the time when 
Engels was forced to explain that there is between economic base 
and superstructure “interaction on the basis of economic necessity, 
which ultimately always asserts itself," down to Stalin’s 1950 ukase on 
linguistics, the whole subject has remained one that caused Marxists 
a great deal of anguish.^® Mosca docs not seem to be aware of that. 
Nor docs he ever feel the need to understand what made Marx iso¬ 
late the economic factor in the first place. Neither was he ready to 
concede that economics (in the broad sense in which Marx employs 
the term) while not directly causing any culture or religion to come 
into being, may still influence if not determine its acceptance, as 
Professor Hook suggests.®^ 

Up to this point it is quite possible, although occasionally difficult, 
to follow Mosca. But when he attempts to prove that class actions of 
masses simply do not happen, or, if they do happen, lack historical 
significance, the argument becomes involved. lie starts by saying that 
the masses never stage successful revolutions by themselves, and the 
historic record would appear to bear him out. There were many 
peasant revolts in the Middle Ages; they all ended badly, after their 
first impetus was spent. Matters were different where urban masses 
rose against their masters. But they were not the true actors cither, 
just the chorus in the revolutionary tragedy. They were the poor who 
benefited from those “governmental disturbances” caused by “new 
influential elements.” Where did those influences come from? Mosca 
answers: they were “rising within governed classes,” representing 
only “very small fractions of them.” 

In Mosca’s terms, which arc in this connection very carefully 
avoided by the author: the class struggle docs not take place between 
rulers and ruled but between minorities within the “political class” 
in the widest sense (comprising alt elites, within and without govern¬ 
ment). Ttic masses never rule. “Nor will this ever happen.” 

The trouble with this attempt to refute Marx is that it equates the 
struggle of the classes with the struggle between rich and poor. Now 
Marx is not concerned with poverty as such but only insofar as it 
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reflects a class relation. Surely the rebellion of the eightccnth-ccntiuv 
French inicldlc class against the scini-feuclal Old Regime was no re¬ 
volt of poverty against great wealth. And surely Marx was not naive 
enough to overlook the elemental fact that people follow leaders, 
and that masses, classes have their 'vanguards.'* 

On the other hand, this is the only instance in his work where 
Mosca makes that sharp disjunction between masses and minorities. 
He taught us to think of society as an array of “social forces'—the 
important interests: war, agriculture, commerce, indiistr}*, and sci¬ 
ence. 'rranslated into human terms, these social forces easily remind 
us of Marx’s classes, as their “ideologies’' recall our author’s “formu¬ 
las.’' And like the Marxian classes, Mosca’s social forces closely reflect 
all the changes, economic, social, cultural, of an evolving civilization. 
W'ith everv new need, new social forces rise to meet the challenge 
and to ask their share of power of the old established interests. They 
are spearheaded by the out-clitc of the “political class," which is no 
other than “the most advanced and resolute seelion" of the Marxian 
revolutionary class.’^'* ’Hie struggle between in- and out elites ends 
cither in a peaceful merger or in a “change of the guard." It is a 
struggle which goes on forever—or, in any case, as long as the par- 
titular civili/ation lasts (the proletariat is, according to Marx, the 
last class). 'That conflict is, according to onr author, wholesome if 
it results in the “balance of the soeial forces" which is possible only 
when all the major interests cither are represented in the government 
or. if kc|)t out, are in a position to assert a countervailing power from 
without. Hut never are the “dominant minorities" in that scheme 
divorced from the inasses; there is a continiions upward flow of new' 
dcinaiuls. new talent, new elites. 

If that is so, and I believe this summary correctly reflects Mosca's 
tlionght, then the distinction bctw'een the class struggle and the 
struggles of the political class becomes rather labored. 

Hid Mosca draw' the line so sharply because he was so nneomforta- 
hly close to Marx? It would not be the first time that a work meant 
as a counter doctrine should show' birthmarks of its origin. As Marx 
could never cast out Hegel, so perhaps onr author was ninch more 
indehted to Marx than he eared to know. 
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The Monism of Marx 

‘‘To have pointed out the intimate relationship between political 
and social structure, betw'ecn social and political control, is the out¬ 
standing contribution of various socialist writers, in particular of 
Marx and Engels .. 

Mosca said this only one year after publication of the first part of 
the Elementi}^ Had he changed his mind about Karl Marx? Far 
from it. The quoted praise is followed by a new attack upon the 
“unilaterar' reduction, by Marx, of all social action to mere econom¬ 
ics. hhigels' famous definition of the superstructure-base relationship 
is incompletely cited, then rejected in these words: 

In iny view, the fundamental error of the system consists in establish¬ 
ing a single chain of cause and effect between social phenomena [instead 
of recognizing that] they form a complex of effects and causes influenc¬ 
ing one another. 'Fwo equal weights put on a pair of scales will stay in 
equilibrium without our being able to declare that one upholds the 
other... Likewise, a society is an organic whole in which the legal, mili¬ 
tary, scientific elements are in harmony with the economic system. None 
of these activities can be said to control and dominate the rcst.^' 

With equal right, Mosca continues, one could make a case for 
half a dozen other explanations and “prove” that the military or the 
bureaucratic or the scientific or religious type of organization forms 
the base of the entire society. “But I know better than to do that, 
since I would arrive at a conclusion similar to that of the physician 
sold on the idea that his patient’s health depends exclusively upon 
the functioning of his lungs, or his stomach or his nervous sys¬ 
tem .. 

Instead of losing ourselves in such speculations, Mosca says, we 
should investigate the ways in which, as a civilization grows, the 
various forms of social life develop and evolve their special organs, 
classes, hierarchies. By following that method we would find that in 
each case the ruling class, which always fulfills an essential function, 
in exchange receives a reasonable portion of the economic yield while 
at the same time leaving control over the productive process to a 
separate, distinct group of society.^^ 
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One more aspect of historical materialism fills our author with 
“astonishment.’' That is its assumption that “human events have 
been controlled, through centuries, by a tenacious, constant will 
which knew where it was going and prepared the means for the eii- 
visioned end .. 

That sounds like a summary rejection of Marxist determinism, but 
then it turns out to be merely one more irritated reference to the 
assumption that there is something like “a continuous, sinister coii^ 
spiracy of the rich against the poor, of the leaders against the fol 
lowers.” Such a hypothesis makes Mosca “smile with faint compas¬ 
sion,” because cverj^ historian worth his salt knows that “the social 
acts that matter arc determined in part by unconscious passions, 
instincts, prejudices which care little about practical results, in part 
bv interests which ordinarily have an immediate objective, and finally 
by what we call good fortune.” 

This is as far as Mosca’s Marx critique will go in 1897 . While dis¬ 
tinguished by the verve and confidence that pcrv^adcs the whole open 
letter to He N^iti, the analysis itself has not gained much in substance 
since the Klcinaiti. But then the international debate between the 
orthodox defenders of Marx and his critics had not advanced either; 
Bernstciirs heresy was at that time not yet transformed by Lenin 
into an explosive issue. Mosca would have found much to delight 
him in the book of Mngcls’ renegade disciple. As we know, he was 
intensely proud of having “scooped” Pareto in rejecting all monistic, 
monocausal explanations of societal phenomena and in proclaiming 
instead, as his guiding principle, interdependence. But that notion 
was not his monopoly; it was at that time in the air, and was shared 
by most middle class historians and sociologists. Max Weber was to 
make interdependence one of his methodological assumptions. It was 
Weber who also ventured forth where Mosca feared to tread and 
stressed religion as another “independent variable,” eciually influ¬ 
ential and, ill some societies and periods, even more important than 
the economic factor.^^* 

In two instances onr author’s otherwise well-taken criticism must 
be called distinctly superficial and beside the point. One has already 
been referred to: Marx did not attach to economic exploitation any 
moral stigma: Capitalists act as they must. Phey could not, even if 
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they wanted to, escape the dictates governing them as a class.*’^ And 
to accuse Marx, as our author does, of underestimating the irrational¬ 
ity of most if not all human actions is quite a daring feat in view of 
the great role which ideology, “false consciousness,” plays in the 
Marxian scheme of things. If Mosca could, in 1897 talk in terms of 
logical and nonlogical action, a distinction later systematized by 
Pareto, certainly Marx, if not already Hobbes and Hume, had pre¬ 
ceded him in that respect.^* 

In the Inaugural Address delivered five years later, Gaetano Mosca, 
although still not recognizing his indebtedness to Marx, concedes 
the fact of affiliation while asserting at the same time with considera¬ 
ble pride that his own theory transcends the Marxian system: “The 
so-called materialistic interpretation of history has been noticeably 
modified by finy] new doctrine of the forms of government and, I 
should add, has been enlarged and transformed to such an extent 
that it has lost its characteristic physiognomy.” 

This is an adequate description of the critical procedure mentioned 
earlier, by which an irksome doctrine is reduced to safe proportions. 
Mosca, it seems, honestly believed that he had penetrated to the 
core of Karl Marx’s system. He feels ready to apply the coup de grdee. 
According to Marx, control over the means of production meant con¬ 
trol over the state and cultural predominance as well. But is it really 
true, Mosca asks, that wealth, property detcmiinc all? No, declare 
“the men who recently investigated the historical development and 
found out how the various classes came into existence.” One won¬ 
ders whether Mosca was here thinking, inter alios, of himself. For 
those investigators came to the conclusion that wealth helps to make 
the grade, at least the lower grades, in army, church, and science. 
They concede that “wealth frequently placed at the disposal of some 
energetic individuals the forces that make the political decisions, or 
the means of social action and control; but very frequently it was 
possession of those means that led to, or made easier, the acquisition 
of great wealth.” The record shows that the capacity to lead in war 
and peace was “the most indispensable prerequisite for the possession 
and, above all, the secure possession of all landed property. And for 
the longest time in many countries the ability to safeguard the mate¬ 
rial goods essential for human existence, to protect them from rapa- 
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cious bands, was thought of as a more important task... than the 
production of those goods themselves/' 

But that was in the past. Is this still true today? Or true again? Is 
force, or, lo use Spengler's phrase, is “blood*' (or politics) in the 
ascendancy over the money power (economics)?®' Mosca is no 
prophet of iinpcrialisni or—at least not consciously—of “Cacsarisni.” 
But there is definitely a strong antiplutocratic streak in his middle- 
class mentality. Money, he cannot deny it, calls the tunc in inodern 
politics, “but many were the generations in which only the strong 
became rich and were able to retain their wealth." And in our own 
time, there is certainly no lack of “intellectual and, even more impor¬ 
tant, moral forces which have become powerful in politics and which 
are quite prepared to hold their own against those who control the 
riches and the armies ..." History repeats itself: “Those propagan¬ 
dists of collectivism who today treat on an equal footing with the 
great industrialists, with the provincial prefects and, occasionally, 
even witli the central government, they were preceded by those mar¬ 
tyrs and apostles who persuaded Constantine to recognize the Chris¬ 
tian Church ... and also by those medieval monks before whom 
feudal lords and sovereigns inclined their knees." 

An astonishing comparison! What an astounding author! Between 
Mosca the engaged and enraged citizen in hot pursuit of the collec¬ 
tivist chimera and the tough-minded historian Mosca, it is usually 
the former who wins out. Once in a while, however, the detached 
obsciver of events jucvails, and then we will be treated to an observa¬ 
tion like the one just cpioted, and trade union leaders wilt be likened 
to the martyrs and apostles of Christianitv. It is such a complete 
reversal of accustomed notions, Mosca's notiems in particular, that we 
should not be too surprised if the “collectivists” among his readers 
did not take too kindly to the beatification of their bureaucrats. 'I’liey 
may have felt, in this case, that our author threw' the lions to the 
Christians (or the foxes, as the case may be). 

'Hie recognition of the Christian Church by Constantine starts 
Mosca on another trend of thought: “ft could be said and has indeed 
been said that, once it had established itself as the moral government, 
the Church put money and the sw'ord into the service of the Cross, 
lliat is unquestionably true, and let me add, that it cannot be other- 
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wise: a moral force will always aim to secure for itself all the advan- 
tages of physical coercion; the contemporary socialists who strive for 
the collectivization of production ... certainly make no bones about 
their intentions in that respect.” 

Mosca has returned from his historical excursion to conclude that 
the road which the social and religious leaders travel starts from faith, 
from moral prestige, and ends with material power, not the other 
way around. “And if it is true that the edifice of faith is buttressed 
and cemented by material interests, it remains no less true that with¬ 
out the sincere enthusiasm and relative disinterestedness of the first 
dwellers there would have been no edifice at all.” 

Once more our author has, to his own satisfaction, demonstrated 
w'hy historical materialism was mistaken: “because it establishes a 
constant and invariable relationship of cause and effect between 
wealth and the other means of social influence, whereas the evidence 
shows a more complicated and reciprocal relationship from cause to 
effect, and from effect to cause. Thus understood, historical mate¬ 
rialism simply becomes a realistic historiography, as it is being prac¬ 
ticed, if not elevated into an official theory, by all respectable his¬ 
torians.” This is the “modification” of which Mosca had been talking 
earlier. In its new form, the method of Marx has become “the study 
of the rapports which exist between the personal qualifications and 
the moral and material means determining the role of single indi¬ 
viduals in a given society, the form of government, the type of the 
])olitical organization which prevails in it.” 

'Fhcrc is only one task more thankless and more boring than to 
demonstrate, at this late date, the fallacies and ambiguities of the 
nineteenth-century bourgeois philosopher Karl Marx, and that is to 
expose the fallacies and ambiguities of his critics. In our case that 
need would never have arisen had our author clearly stated his objec¬ 
tive, which was to combat social democracy as a widespread move¬ 
ment representing, in his view, a mortal threat to his kind of society 
(which also happens to be the society to which the present writer 
feels attached). Had Mosca limited himself to pillorying the bargain- 
counter Marx, all would be well. But he extended his analysis to what 
he thought was the authentic Marx himself. In other words, he 
engaged in an academic exercise, and that calls for the proper aca- 
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dcmic treatment on our part. And in accordance witli the academic 
rules it must be said that Mosca’s Marx critique is sadly off the mark. 
He never penetrated beyond the impressions evoked by the propa¬ 
ganda of the Marxist demagogues themselves. The Marxian notion 
of '\vealth” (and its opposite) as capital (or lack of it), and social 
}X)wer as a class phenomenon, remained incomprehensible to Mosca 
from beginning to end. lie rightly sensed that something was amiss 
with Marxian soeialisin, that the emphasis on economies was exag¬ 
gerated, but his way of proving the materialistic fallacy cannot be 
called convincing. 

Believing as he did that “wealth"' was simply “having more than 
others” and not, as Marx saw it, the sum total of the social product, 
controlled and distributed according to the class relations in force at 
the various stages of civilization, Mosca thought he could disprove the 
law “from wealth to power” by referring to the men of war who, with 
their swords, won power and, with power, riches. Mosca might as 
well have said that the laws of capitalist enterprise in the United 
States have ceased to operate because some individuals acquire their 
dark dominions by the unorthodox method of the numbers racket 
(to omit the rest). 'Fhe element of acquisition by force was not un¬ 
known to Marx when he wrote of “primitive accumulation,” but his 
major interest was elsewhere, lie was studying the normal processes 
bv which goods are produced by the collective laborer; certainly the 
fact that the great condottierc, Francesco Sforza, made himself the 
master of Milan by force of arms did not affect the way in which 
his newly born wealth produced, and it is that way, the organiza¬ 
tion of the economic order which concerned Marx, not the rise and 
fall of individuals within that order. 

We once before had occasion to point out that Mosca docs not 
always remain loyal to the concept of the gronp—thc only one con¬ 
sistent witli his doctrine of the ruling class.''’* Sometimes he argues 
like a Fockean a la Ilayck or von Miscs, who regards society as the 
mere aggregate of human atoms. Once more one may wonder whether 
it is not his loathing of Marx that makes Mosca define, as the pur¬ 
pose of his own post-Marxian “realistic historiography,” the role of 
“single individuals,” and only in the second and third places, of 
“the fonn of government, the type of the political organization,” 
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without mentioning the word “elass” once. And how far the con¬ 
fusion of polemics may go Mosca shows when he accuses “the col¬ 
lectivists” of lacking idealism. Surely, Marx was a confusing as well 
as confused philosopher, and his mistakes were of the magnitude 
of his gigantic generalizations. But to accuse the economic and his¬ 
torical materialist of postulating a materialistic view of life is like 
objecting to a shotgun being used for shooting. 


Summary 

The second volume of the Elementi represents, as far as Marx is 
concerned, some advance beyond the first part, published twenty- 
seven years earlier, but it does not add anything substantial to the 
findings of the “Program of the Liberals” or of the Inaugural Address. 
Again the impression is that Mosca's superb common sense was 
hampered by an insufficient theoretical equipment. Otherwise his 
onslaught upon Marx as historian might have been more effective. 

According to the latter, “any change in the system of economic 
production should necessarily bring on a change in the form of gov¬ 
ernment, in the legislation regulating relations between individuals 
and between individuals and the state, and even in those religious 
and political concepts which constitute the moral foundations of the 
state organization ...” But Mosca is prepared to show that “very 
important [political] changes have occurred in human societies... 
without any simultaneous or approximately simultaneous modifica¬ 
tions in systems of economic production ...” 

The evidence for this contention looks impressive. Mosca's first 
example is from Roman history. The change-over from the republi¬ 
can to the imperial form of government took place “without the 
slightest change in systems of production and without any alteration 
in the laws regulating the ownership... of wealth. Tlie only change 
that did take place, and it was certainly not a general one, was a 
change in the persons who owned the property.” Tlic last remark 
refers to the great confiscations of the civil wars.**® 

The triumph of Christianity may be called the next turning point 
in Roman history. That event “wrought a great intellectual and 
moral revolution in the ancient world ... But it docs not appear, in- 
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deed it may positively be denied, that any particular changes 
oceurred in the fourth and fifth centuries a.d. in the relations be¬ 
tween manual labor and those who possessed the tools of economic 
production—chief among them at that time was land/' 

Last, the fall of the Roman Empire in the West, a major catas¬ 
trophe in the history of civilization, was likewise unaccompanied by 
any signal changes in the “economic base/' It “remained identical 
before and after the barbarian invasions. Rural serfdom was not 
brought about by the barbarian invasions. It was already a generalized 
institution under the Low Empire.” The economic exhaustion of 
Roman society was “a consequence, rather than a cause, of the polit¬ 
ical decline ...” Incidentally, our author compares that event with 
the collapse of Tsarist Russia but adds that “the Russian disaster 
will almost certainly have less abiding and less far-reaching effects” 
than the collapse of Rome. He cites Ferrero's saying that Russia 
completed in four years a process of social disintegration for which 
ancient civilization required four cciiturics.'^*^ When Mosca wrote 
those lines, the Communist reintegration of the Russian orbit was 
still in the future, and although he lived to sec it work, he never 
changed his mind about the matter. Toynbee's view of Lenin-Stalin 
as the modernizers of a backward outpost of industrial society would 
not have been acceptable to Gaetano Mosca. 

In the Middle Ages, Mosca likewise finds proof for his argument. 
The city-states of Italy “quite generally developed into tyrannies 
without any appreciable modifications in systems of production ...” 
In the more recent past, “the modern absolute state was established 
in France and a middle class began to form, without any important 
change taking place simultaneously in systems of production ... Nor 
can we believe that there has been any perfect synchronism between 
the rise of modern large-scale industry and the adoption of systems 
of representative government, with a consequent spread of liberal, 
democratic, and socialistic ideas.” Parliamentary government in 
England preceded the industrial revolution. All Mosca is ready to 
grant is that the economie element represents “o/ie of the factors that 
most largely influence changes in the political organization of soci¬ 
ety ...” And amplifying what he had already said in his Inaugural 
Address, Mosca explains: 
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Every great iiiaiiifestation of human activity in the social field is at the 
same time both cause and effect of the changes that occur in manifesta¬ 
tions of the same activity—cause, because every modification in it in¬ 
fluences other manifestations, and effect, because it feels the influence 
of modifications in them/** 

This sums up Mosca's case against the Marxist “single-track doc¬ 
trine.” In reviewing it, I feel obliged to point out his occasional 
forensic aberrations along with the solid points he makes. Assuredly, 
Rome changed from a republican to an imperial form of govern¬ 
ment without a noticeable change in the “relations of production.” 
What change there was had taken place before. Had Mosca chosen 
as his checking point the Gracchian “time of troubles,” he might 
have discovered, with Ferrero's help, how to apply to a specific situa¬ 
tion Marx’s historic method which, however, was not meant by him 
to help explain minute variations and modifications of the social 
system."^ 

Marx never claimed that the rise of Christianity was caused by 
changes in the economic order. What he could have said was that 
the ultimate decomposition of the old religious (pagan) “superstruc¬ 
ture” mirrored faithfully the economic retrogression of the Roman 
state. Engels said it for him, and Bukharin after him, in passages 
already quoted here.^’^ Rome’s conversion to Christianity was, in their 
view, only the final chapter in the history of a stagnating slave soci¬ 
ety, the institutionalization of the taedium vitae that tried to escape 
from an “impossible” reality. Nor would the ultimate collapse of 
Rome embarrass the historical materialist as much as Mosca thinks. 
The fact that the barbarization of the West was not accompanied, 
much less preceded, by an economic change would, to the Marxist, 
simply mean that Rome had been barbarian all along, and that the 
Middle Ages did not start with Odoacer or with Alaric. Non-Marxist 
scholars would agree that a new economic order, feudalism, had 
already come into being before the political catastrophe showed up 
the impotence of the imperial bureaucratic system.®® 

Again, the origin of modern absolutism in the sixteenth century 
and after may not be attributable to a revolutionary change in eco¬ 
nomic method, but it would be awkward to deny that Machiavelli's 
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Stato came into its own when feudalism gave way to the early fomis of 
capitalist enterprise. Nor can wc follow Mosca when he casually refers 
to the fomiation of a middle class without connecting that new class, 
and the new monarchy, with the new economics—already bourgeois 
in essence if not yet, for some centuries, in form. At one point Mosca 
comes close to agreeing with Marx’s thesis that the movement in the 
‘‘superstructure” trails behind the economic process when he says 
that ''beginnings of large-scale industry appear in England during 
the second half of the eighteenth century, when parliamentary gov¬ 
ernment had been functioning for about half a century; but the rul¬ 
ing class still rested on its old, aristocratic foundations.” It is not 
easy to see exactly what Mosca wants to prove here. First he says that 
the great economic revolution did not cause the representative regime 
to come into existence, for it was already functioning. But then he 
goes on to remark that the old ruling class remained unchanged. And 
so it did—until 1832 , thus, wc say with regret, completely vindicat¬ 
ing Marx and his law of the "cultural lag.” 

I have tried to report what Mosca thought of Marx and Marxism 
—not relishing my role as the occasional defender of a monumental 
fallacy against a not so inonuinental criticism. In conclusion, wc may 
ask, what did the Marxists in turn think of Gaetano Mosca? The 
answer is not difficult to guess. In the Red index his name is anath¬ 
ema, although attacks on the elitist school are mostly aimed against 
Pareto rather than our author. Nikolai Bukharin formulates the gen¬ 
eral line when he writes: 

The ideologies of the bourgeoisie, insofar as they arc compelled to 
recognize scraps of the “Maclittheorie” | the theory of social force, of rule, 
subjection, ctc.J generally extract the revolutionary sting from the Marx¬ 
ian theory, extinguishing the idea of class ... reducing the exploiting and 
oppressor role of the state to its historical sources and treating contem¬ 
porary manifestations of this type only as “excesses” and “abuses.” 

More specifically: "The minority [that is, the bourgeois minority] 
is that famous elite which representatives of positivist tendencies ad¬ 
vanced and will continue to advance as the agent of every intellec¬ 
tual and cultural progress...” Thus the Soviet academician Tiumc- 
niev. And quite definitely Mosca is a co-defendant when the same 
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Red critic puts Max Weber in the dock for his “retreat from Marx.” 
For Weber de-economizes history; like Mosca he believes in reci¬ 
procity, interdependence of a multiplicity of factors rather than in the 
unique importance of the economic element. He “slips into the most 
ordinary pluralism.” 

The Hungarian Marxist pundit, Georg Lukacs, parlays the same 
argument into a general indictment of “pre-war imperialist sociol¬ 
ogy.” Its central problem, he declares, was to make capitalism plausi¬ 
ble and to make nonsense of historical materialism. Weber did this 
by “equating technique and economy”; in Weber's redefinition, 
modern capitalism is “sublimated” as technology and rationalization, 
while the socio-economic aspects like class and class relations are 
glossed over. From there Weber went on to sketch a world history 
of religions, ‘'in order to show that only Protestantism (mainly in its 
sects) possessed an idcolog)' congenial to that rationalization and 
distinct from all the Eastern and antique religious ideologies which 
did raise ethical objections to the rationalization process.” Thus Max 
Weber's economic history became religious history: “he stubbornly 
refused to let social ethics be conditioned by the economic struc¬ 
ture.” 

To have denied so strongly “the priority of social being, the de¬ 
cisive role of the productive forces” would already be enough to con¬ 
demn Weber (and Mosca) in the eyes of Marxist orthodoxy as 
“irrationalist” and “subjectivist.” But Lukacs is not satisfied with 
merely hurling epithets at his opponents. He attempts to show that 
Weber saw the death trap of irrationality and tried to dodge it, un¬ 
successfully. His very attempt to escape subjectivism led him into it. 
Sociology, he held, could be a science only if it shunned all value 
judgments, limiting itself to “technical critique,” that is, to pointing 
out, together with the means conducive to a postulated end, their 
incidental but expected consequences. Everything else is, in the view 
of Weber, outside science, in the realm of faith and hence irrational. 
And thus “what was intended to be a purge of sociology of all irra¬ 
tional components only serves to point up the irrationality of the 
historical and social process.” It is, therefore, no accident that the 
problem of leadership was raised precisely by sociologists of countries 
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where a genuine bourgeois democracy had not developed (Max 
Weber: Germany; Pareto: Italy). No wonder that Max Weber 
ended up with his philosophy of charisma, in which “the undefinable, 
irrationalist character of Fiiehrertum is already in evidence.’' 

Carl J. Friedrich, not suspect of Marxist sympathies, agrees with 
Lukacs. The elitists “arc all offspring of a society containing as yet 
many feudal remnants,” Friedrich writes, and he refers specifically to 
“the deferential peasants on estates of large landowners in Sicily 
where Mosca’s cradle stood.” 

It is only fitting that a fellow countryman of Gaetano Mosca 
should have the last word. Once more the prisoner of Fascism is pass¬ 
ing judgment in his saucy manner. Like some other critics, he, An¬ 
tonio Gramsci, feels that Mosca’s main sin is conceptual vagueness: 

Ilis political class...is a puzzle. [Puzzle in the original Italian.] One 
docs not exactly understand what Mosca means, so undulating and clastic 
is the notion. Sometimes he seems to think of the middle class, some¬ 
times of men of property in general, and then again of those who call 
themselves “the educated.” But at different occasions, Mosca has appar¬ 
ently the “political personnel” in mind [the parliament]. In various in¬ 
stances he seems to exclude the bureaucracy, even its higher stratum, 
from the ruling class which is assumed to control all appointments and 
all policy. 

Antonio Gramsci does not think much of our author as a Marx 
expert. Mosca, he says, talks about historical materialism “like a pro¬ 
vincial who has vaguely heard of the discussions that are taking plaec 
in the capital, without being able to get hold of the essential docu¬ 
ments and proofs. In Mosca’s case this inability... is typical of the 
academician who will make a great display of scholarship when the 
subject is a third-rate medieval publicist; but when it comes to study¬ 
ing historical materialism, he will be content to leaf through a few 
newspapers and pamphlets meant for popular consumption.” 

Some years later, Gramsci thought that he had solved the “puzzle” 
and noted in his diary: “Mosca's so-called ‘political class’ is nothing 
but the intellectual section of the ruling group. Mosca’s term ap¬ 
proximates Pareto’s elite concept—another attempt to interpret the 
historical phenomenon of the intelligentsia and its function in politi- 
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cal and social life. Mosca’s book is a gigantic sociological, positivistic 
farrago, full of an up-to-date tendentiousness which makes the work 
less tedious and more lively, from a literary viewpoint.” 

Coming from a Marxist, this is almost a declaration of love. But 
then, Antonio Gramsci was a most unusual Marxist. His allegiance 
was for him no obstacle to know a good foe when he saw one and to 
greet him with a bashfully left-handed compliment. 
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Mosca and Rousseau 

If the Marxist order of society looked like the nightmare of tomor¬ 
row (Lenin's Russia of the day was barely visible yet through the 
Nordic mist)—syndicalism was, in Gaetano Mosca's view, the clear 
and present danger which had to be combatted without respite. One 
glance at the literary record of our author shows that his preoccupa¬ 
tion with that inovemcnt was persistent through the years; after the 
advent of Fascism it became almost frantic. “The syndicalist peril"' 
had, by 1923, become a matter of state policy. The corporative tend¬ 
encies of the new masters looked to Mosca much more dangerous 
than their authoritarian, dictatorial acts. The syndicalist Mussolini 
was the real threat, because the functionalization of the social order 
flatly contradicted Mosca’s doctrine of the function of the ruling 
class. 

His syndicalist worries will not seem intelligible to the Anglo-Saxon 
reader unless he appreciates the importance that particular form of 
the proletarian movement had in Italy in Gaetano Mosca's time. 
The heyday of French revolutionary syndicalism had been in the 
decade prior to World War I. By 1908, when Georges Sorel made 
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his main intellectual contribution to the movement, its momentum 
in France was already slackening.^ Not so in Italy where it continued 
to gain ground among the working class. When ‘'workers' control” 
was already a thing of the past in revolutionary Russia, factories were 
taken over and run, for a short time, by their workmen in excited 
postwar Italy. 

There is nothing in The Ruling Class to indicate that Mosca actu¬ 
ally foresaw a successful syndicalist revolution a la Lenin. His obsession 
with the syndicalist doctrine was so great precisely because it was, in 
his view, such an insidious threat. Tire functionalization of society 
was, theoretically, not irreconcilable with the old capitalist order. But 
if it were not a violent reversal of the social system, it would be its 
radical perversion. F’or in the disguise of parliamentary forms, syn- 
dicalization would perpetuate the domination of society by special 
economic interests—different, to be sure, from the interests pre¬ 
vailing in a liberal society, but still ensuring the supremacy of the 
part over the whole. That institutionalization had to be fought 
because, as Mosca says, “it is necessary to prevent, at all costs, the 
rise of new sovereignties intermediate between the individual and 
the state... Devotion to the national interests must always be 
stronger than devotion to the class interests.” ^ 

Tliat is a statement strangely reminiscent of a theorist with whom 
our author had been at drawn daggers all his life: Giangiacomo 
Rousseau. The Genevan—almost as distasteful to Professor Mosca 
as was the colleague and contemporary in Lausanne, Pareto—had 
expressed his similar aversion to the “intermediate” groups as follows: 
“It is essential that there be no subsidiary groups within the State.” 
When Mosca comes to the conclusion that “the organization of 
sovereignty intermediate between the individual and the state... 
is perhaps the most serious threat to society that wc confront at the 
present moment in our political life,” he merely echoes Rousseau's 
warning: “When intriguing groups and partial associations are 
fonned to the disadvantage of the whole, then the will of each of 
such groups is general only in respect of its own members, but 
partial in respect of the State ...” ^ 

At first sight, this agreement with Rousseau seems to make non¬ 
sense of elitist notions. The “collectivism” of the Social Contract is 
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consistent with its author’s individualistic starting point. A govern¬ 
ment that is to dispense equal justice to all must remove all ob¬ 
stacles which special privilege may raise against the “general will” 
of society. The result is a polarization process: the emerging indi¬ 
vidual becomes the isolated individual confronted by a gradually 
emerging superpower; the removal of the little intermediate sov¬ 
ereigns assures the liberation of the citizens but also, at the other 
end, the liberation of the state from the traditional restraints. At 
last, the individual has become a social atom, he and his like arc 
a “lonely crowd,” in David Riesman’s term, that longs for a new 
integration. It can be had, at a price. The modern crowd state is 
the answer, with its artificial associations, now manipulated and 
directed from above. In Hegel’s time, the growing freedom of the 
people and the growing power of the state would seem not only not 
to contradict each other but to be two aspects of one great historic 
movement. It took only slightly more than a hundred years to reach 
the stage at which the tendencies of force and freedom, have, in all 
appearance, become opposites. 

Now, Mosca, with a very few exceptions, docs not begin with the 
individual. Nor docs he ever end with the supremacy of the collective. 
If “the national interest must always be stronger than... class 
interests,” it is, at the same time, based on the recognition of the 
social group as the constituent factor in society. Mosca holds half¬ 
way between collectivism and individualism. His “balance of the 
social forces” is unthinkable unless the nation is conceived of as a 
plurality of minor aggregations. Tims the power of the liberal state 
may be, as he tells us, “formidable,” but that state will never have 
the power of Leviathan. The “independent” social forces see to 
that.® 

Yet unity there is or ought to be. The crucial task of the “political 
class” consists in bringing about that cohesion without which civiliza¬ 
tion cannot grow. Consolidation of the most important social forces 
in the dominant minority, however, must not lead to a strict 
separation between ruled and rulers; if there is “eonspiraey” among 
the leading elements, it had better be an open one, exeluding nobody 
who qualifies from joining it. 

Understood in this sense, Mosca’s “lapse” into Rousseauism is not 
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altogether the apostasy from his own doctrine which it seemed to be 
at first. But it makes nonsense of the Burnhamite interpretation of 
society as an arena in which power fights with power for supremacy. 
Mosca's sharp injunction against intermediate sovereignties would 
be an oddity if ‘'balance of the social forces'* were but a neat phrase 
to describe the mechanical and cver'shifting equilibrium between 
hostile power drives. His view of social unity (“the national interest") 
was predicated on a broad agreement among all about the moral law. 


Mosca and Sorel 

No wonder Mosca was not fond of Georges Sorel, the one-time 
syndicalist and all-time pluralist. As elitists, the two men certainly 
had enough in common. But Sorel had chosen to discover his elite 
outside the middle class. Nor did the friendship between Sorel and 
Pareto (the two liked to cite each other frequently in their respective 
works) help to endear the author of Reflections on Violence to the 
author of The Ruling Class*^ The latter work refers persistently 
to theories with which Sorel is usually associated, without ever 
mentioning his name. The only mention of the Reflections occurs 
in the History, where two chilly pages are devoted to the Frenchman. 
It is a rather strange Sorel who is presented to the Italian public— 
all the stranger as Sorel was quite well known to it, much better 
known, in fact, than in his own country. This is what Mosca has 
to say about the subject: 

Unlike the evolutionary socialists, he sometimes manifested sympa¬ 
thies for the men of the extreme right .. . Sorel does not believe that 
history is predetermined (on that point he is in open disagreement with 
his teacher, Marx); in his view, revolutionary violence is necessary to 
achieve collectivism. For that reason he attacks persistently the socialist 
reformists who, to be sure, cater to the proletarian vote but, when elected, 
think that they have paid their debt by some minute reform in soeial 
legislation just so they can keep the masses quiet... | Georges Sorel was 
for boycotting parliament]: Instead, the proletariat ought to organize in 
syndicates and to wear down the ruling bourgeoisie by a series of strikes 
culminating in the general strike. Once the bourgeoisie was overthrown, 
Sorel wished to see it rcplaeed by a regime that would be syndicalist and 
collectivist as well, but the details of the new system do not emerge clearly 
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from his work. As for religion, it must be acknowledged that Sorcl speaks 
of Christianity respectfully, but at the same time he maintains that it is 
out of date and no longer satisfies modern needs. Christian morality, 
therefore, must make room for the new morality of the workers.^ 

What Mosca thinks of Georges Sorcl will be reported presently, 
but before doing so I feel the obligation to inform the reader not 
familiar with tlic subject that this Sorcl of Mosca’s is not the 
Sorel of the Reflections. First, a general and brief account of his 
philosophy ought not to start with the remark that Sorel was in 
sympathy with ‘‘the extreme right.'’ That is less than fair to a man 
who began and ended his career as a defender of the proletarian 
cause. It is true that there was a time when Sorcl, disappointed in 
the Left, became for a few months, the patron saint of a small coterie 
of intellectuals who attempted, in the name of his great love, Prou¬ 
dhon, to fuse the nationalist with the syndicalist tendency (ten years 
before the Miissolinian amalgam of nationalist socialism reached the 
market). But Sorel was not for long deceived about the true intentions 
of the group which, in the main, came from the Canielots dii Roi— 
hVench royalists in search of a mass basis. The old man knew how 
to separate lost causes with a future in which he believed (such as 
Vladimir Lenin’s) from romantic dreams, such as the highly literary 
monarchism of Banes and Manrras and their Action I'rangaise. In 
Mosca’s Italy the fusion of tlie extreme left and right turned out 
to be much more than just an inlellcctnal fad, and that explains 
perhaps the undue emphasis on what, in Sorel’s long career, was a 
mere episode. 

One need not quarrel with a highly simplified account of the 
Soreliaii doctrine as long as the reporter gets the main points riglit. 
It is a minor matter that our author should have had Georges 
Sorel advising the proletariat to form unions. That is to ignore the 
fact that he existed at the fringe of a vast movement which hardly 
had to wait for him to tell them to act. 'I’he militants not only turned 
a deaf car to their self-appointed mentor when he tried to intcl- 
leetualizc their intents—they had tlieir own theorists who were more 
closely tuned to proletarian needs than was Sorel.^ Unfortunately, 
Mosca also fails to grasp the real intent of Sorel's plea: that the 
workers should withdraw from politics and limit themselves to 



322 The Myth of the Ruling Class 

action directe. He docs not sec the signal difference between Marx 
and Sorcl: the latter wants the proletariat to remain the proletariat, 
while Marx's working class will cease to be a proletarian class once 
it has overthrown the bourgeoisie. The defensive character of Sorcl's 
violence as a device to draw the class lines sharper so as to protect the 
proletariat's class identity—that aspect is as little understood by Mosca 
as Sorcl's conception of the general strike as a “myth." Mosca does 
not even mention it, although his own “political formula" approaches 
it quite closely. But perhaps that very closeness was the reason that 
prevented Mosca from discovering Sorel the moralist. For the 
Reflections make it more than clear that the new proletarian ethics 
was the one which the bourgeois had lost: frugality, thrift, honesty. 
Sorel's dislike of representative democracy—compared with which our 
author's kindred bias is a tame affair—reveals a man essentially no 
less conservative than Gaetano Mosca, another minor prophet crying 
in the wilderness of modern decadence and drift. 

A Moment of Discouragement 

Mosca had warned his compatriots against the drift toward a syn¬ 
dicalist order as early as 1907 , when he coined the phrase which gave 
this chapter its title.” He continued to speak out against the danger 
even after Mussolini had made clear that he intended to incorporate 
some syndicalist features into his new state. That was an act of 
courage on the part of Mosca that deserves our admiration. His 
critique of corporate ideas in turn made it necessary to stress the 
advantages of the regime which would have to be abolished before 
those new ideas could succeed. Our author never spoke in more 
respectful, almost glowing terms of representative democracy than 
he did after Mussolini came to power. That, too, took some courage, 
because to defend the “rotten past" was almost as offensive to the 
Fascist censor as an open criticism of the Ducc's blueprint for the 
future. Wisely, Mosca focussed his attack on that part of the Fascist 
program which, although he could not know it, never was meant 
to be more than window dressing. Still, that part was high on the 
agenda of the ruling party; to lambaste it was a sure way to incur 
the wrath of the dictator. It cannot have been just accidental that 
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the publication of two forthright denunciations of the syndicalist 
threat by Gaetano Mosca coincided with his virtual retirement from 
high office.^® 

Mosca's definition of syndicalism is much narrower than that of 
Sorel. To Mosca, it did not mean the eontrol and management of 
industry by the “producers,” if that meant the workers. 'I’he term had 
lost all its revolutionary connotations. What was left was the mere 
principle of parliamentary representation, now no longer on a geo¬ 
graphical and individual basis but informed by functional, profes¬ 
sional considerations. Represented were not eitizens but interests. 
The deputies would be the messengers of the professions. Such a 
system would, in Mosca's view, destroy all liberty, or as much of it 
as the nineteenth century had realized. 

The year is 1925 again. Once more Mosca returns to his old hunt¬ 
ing grounds. It was still the same place, teeming with a great variety 
of feral beasts of prey—cqualitarians, democrats, and hordes of 
socialists of motley colors. In the prevading gloom the hunter barely 
can make out the two lead animals, Jean Jacques and Karl; sometimes 
they seem to be one and the same most terrible scourge of mankind. 
'Flic hunter raises his good gun, his hand is as firm as that of a man 
of thirty, his aim as secure as ever. 

But suddenly the gun is dropped. What is the use of fighting, at 
this late hour, the old battles, what the use of laying low demoeracy? 
Democracy is dead already. It has died in Italy; soon it may be 
extinguished the world over. Gaetano Mosea feels incomprehensibly 
sad. He had been such a great killer of democracy in his own time. 
Should he have acted otherwise, should he have kept away from the 
big hunt? But then, in his time, there had been no mob—in fact, he 
had been quite a lonely hunter. 

Now, as an old man, he was once more a lonely figure. That was 
because he refused to go on playing the old game. He could not 
help it : the thrill was no longer there. 

All this of course cannot be said aloud. But this much can be 
said: 

It is now useless to debate whether the elected deputies do represent 
and really can represent the thoughts and aspirations of the voting major¬ 
ity. Its freedom to select the candidates has been usurped by parties and 
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electoral committees. Yet those candidates, if they know what is good 
for them, will keep those thoughts and interests of the electorate in mind. 
Parliament may or may not be truly representative of the popular will— 
the fact remains that it is made up of the majority of the controlling 
forces of the country. It is today the sole organ which can keep in check 
the government and its bureaucracy. The latter has increased its powers 
as the state has taken on new duties, and it would rule uncontested if 
not for the daily press and the existence of elective bodies outside the 
great burcaueratic class. 

No, Gaetano Mosca has not changed at all—the times have 
changed, and what had once looked quite sinister now seems to be 
comparatively harmless. In fact: 

Although the representative regime is not, as the official dogma has it, 
the rule of the popular majority, yet of all types of government it is the 
one in which the rulers on the whole will be affected by the sentiments 
of the majority, the one which furnished the best means of judging and 
debating governmental acts. In other words, it is a rule of freedom, to the 
extent in which that term can still have real meaning in our time of super¬ 
states with their immensely complicated structures.^’ 

This resounding vindication of free institutions docs not have the 
ring of a post-mortem. Representative democracy, for sure, “has 
lost a great amount of its prestige.'' But of the dangers that confront 
it, only one is really a subject of concern to Mosca. 

What arc the alternatives to liberal democracy? Tlicy arc three 
in number, the “three perils” of the second ElementiP One answer 
may be “bureaucratic absolutism.” But it is the form “less likely” 
to prevail, for “a society hardly ever reverts to an outworn type of 
government.” If it docs so, then it would be only for a little while, 
in order to cope with a serious crisis. In that ease, bureaucratic 
absolutism would be a stop-gap solution leading to still other forms 
of government, or else to a revival of the liberal state. Democracy, 
it seems, docs not belong to the outworn forms of government to 
which society is little likely to return, for Mosca says that it may 
“come out of the momentary crisis with invigorated strength.” His 
good friend, Benedetto Croce, has voiced the identical conviction 
in w^ords of great power: “The liberal state alone seems to rise again 
time after time, always with the vigor of youth. It seems so, but in 
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reality it docs not rise time after time; rather, it never dies. It is 
the only type of state capable of ‘restorations'.. 

In Mosca's Italy the “momentary crisis" lasted more than twenty 
years, and Mosca did not live to see its end. But he was right, as 
Croce was right, insofar as Italy has in fact returned to liberal de¬ 
mocracy. But whether the regime has gained in vigor remains to be 
seen. Its renaissance in any case explains the renewed interest in 
Mosca's work. A—regrettably anonymous—reviewer states the reasons 
well enough to justify our quoting him at length: 

'Hie restoration of democracy in Italy and the subsc(|iient dcvclop- 
inent of a political situation increasingly dominated by two powerful tend¬ 
encies, the clerical and the revolutionary, present so striking and close a 
repetition of the pattern of political evolution in that country before the 
introduetion of fascism that Italians sometimes feel they have been 
allowed to put the clock back and arc now living through the alternative 
to their experiment in dietatorship. Ihc politics, the doctrines, and even 
the polemics of the generations between 1870 and 1914 have become the 
focus of attention both for the student and for the general public, and 
appear at times not only to fascinate the imagination but actually to influ¬ 
ence the conduct of the protagonists in the present political scene. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that the more serious publishing houses should 
vie with one another in producing or re-editing the works of the men 
who originally set that scene or first began to analy 7 X' the weaknesses 
of the Italian parliamentary system.^*''* 


Most Likely to Succeed ... 

As early as 1897 Mosca had singled out the two jDOwerful tendencies, 
the clerical and the revolutionary.^*’ In 1925, only the latter seems 
important enough to hold his attention. And of the revolutionary 
currents it is syndicalism which has Mosca worried most, because, 
unlike that Russian attempt “against human nature," it seems to be 
based on some incontrovertible faets of industrial society as it had 
evolved during the past century: 

I recognize at once that the [syndicalist ] solution is the one most 
likely to succeed because the other two are founded on ideas and senti¬ 
ments which in a not too distant future can be modified since they arc the 
results of variable or, as one says today, contingent social factors. In 
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contrast, syndicalism is the result of stable conditions which have been 
maturing during the second half of the nineteenth and in the first few 
decades of the twentieth century—conditions which arc unlikely to change 
for a long time to comc.'^ 

What Mosca has in mind is the extreme specialization of produc¬ 
tion and exchange, with the concomitant extreme dependence of 
the many (as consumers) on the services of relatively few but 
powerful monopolies. Our author is particularly worried by the 
growing social influence of Labor; he points out that a few strategi¬ 
cally placed trade unions could acquire a real strangle hold on the 
entire economy.’^ It is, of course, perfectly clear to him that the 
increased significance of Labor follows from the structural and 
technological mutations which have taken place in modern industry. 
As Bernard Shaw says, the trade unions are the capitalism of the 
working class.^® 

Now, Mosca is aware of the strongly plutocratic nature of con¬ 
temporary democratic society; he is quite vocal about war profiteers 
and the new rich of postwar Europe.^® But the political role of 
industrial and commercial wealth is quietly accepted by him, if 
for no other reason than that it had played the same role in the 
past. With Labor it was different. 'Fhe nation- and world-wide or¬ 
ganization of trade unions, affiliated with large, proletarian parties 
was a new phenomenon in Mosca's life. He was quick to enlist it for 
his theory. It was only consistent that Big Labor should wish to trans¬ 
late its economic influence into political terms, that it should ask 
for admission to the ruling class: “Since there is no social force 
which would not simultaneously aspire to becoming a political 
force, one of the elements politically in control of society, it is 
not surprising if the proletarian syndicates today want to send 
their own representatives into the sovereign national assemblies.” 

If not surprising, it was nevertheless shocking. For from entering 
tlie national assemblies it was one mere step to the demand to do 
away with the traditional organization of the franchise and to sub¬ 
stitute for it the principle of functional representation. Mosca could 
not know that Mussolini's corporative parliament would include 
both entrepreneurs and workers, nor that both w^ould in fact be 
the appointees and stooges of the ruling party. In his book, the 
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syndicalization of the legislature could mean one thing only: pro¬ 
letarian victory. Achieved by strictly legal means, it would neverthe¬ 
less be no less revolutionary than the Bolshevik October. 

Mosca somberly proceeds to sketch in the details of his own 1984: 
syndicate membership would be mandatory; the trade union bureau¬ 
crats would have the power to admit or to exclude the rank and file 
at their discretion. At the same time, unions would be recognized 
as the exclusive bargaining agents in their dealings with the other 
side. In short, they would have full-fledged sovereignty internally, 
and quasi-sovereign status in their diplomatic negotiations with the 
representatives of Capital. '"It would be the revival of all that was 
destestable and harmful to the public interest in the organization 
of the medieval guilds.*' No longer are the labor leaders the suc¬ 
cessors of the Christian martyrs and apostles; rather we would have 
“the restoration of those intermediate sovereignties that stood be¬ 
tween the individual and the State, so typical of feudalism and 
other badly organized regimes, some of them primitive and some 
degenerate.. 

A premature Westbrook Pegler, Gaetano Mosca is disturbed by the 
despotic aspects of the new monopoly, llie little fellow, ‘‘expelled 
from, or not admitted to, the syndicate, would have no way of exercis¬ 
ing his profession. Faced by the prospect of starvation, he would have 
no choice but to put the demands and regulations of the union above 
the prescriptions and laws of the public power." Once the right to 
work was done away with, there could be no limit to the arrogance of 
the New Feudalists. “Just as the medieval barons had been on an 
equal footing with their kings, so the big union leaders, in particular 
if they sliould band together, would treat with the government as 
independent powers do ..." 

In parliament itself the influence of the trade unions would be 
overwhelming. They would have their proper representatives, and 
these would necessarily represent the interests of their organization 
rather than the public interest. Worse, the trade unions, besides 
having their own spokesmen, would most likely have the last word 
in the choice of candidates, to be elected on the basis of the present, 
individual system of representation (Mosca has in mind a period of 
transition to a fully functionalized parliament). The rule that the 
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elected of the people should vote in accordance with their own 
best judgment would become a mere pretense, and deputies would 
simply act as messenger boys carrying the orders of their labor bosses. 
Nor is there any reason to expect that the trade unions of the 
intellectual classes could exert an efficacious counterinfluence against, 
say, railwaymen or longshoremen. They would not, because “the 
political force of a class is proportionate to numerical strength, to 
the indispensability and urgency of a specific function rather than 
to intellectual training or acumen. A strike of railwaymen or long¬ 
shoremen has more severe reverberations than a strike of lawyers or 
schoolteachers—the only intellectual group in a position to stage 
an effective strike being the one which, for humanitarian reasons, 
never could refuse to serve: the medical profession.” 

What a far cry this is from the “disinterested” cultural elite which 
Gaetano Mosca had extolled in both parts of the FAementu Now he 
knows, and the experience of the British Labour Party bears him out. 
The power of its intellectual wing is negligible in comparison with 
that of the large unions. Their numerical preponderance, together 
with their control of the purse strings, is enough to keep the Labourite 
intelligentsia at bay. 'I’hc only flaw in this example is that Mosca 
apparently did expect the educated members of the syndicates 
to act as a conservative, restraining element. But the majority of 
intellectuals in the British Labour Party arc far to the left of the 
half-dozen key trade unions which control the votes in the lilxccutive. 


Tomorrow Is Today 

Most writers of contemporary “negative utopias” will project their 
social criticism into a safe, remote future, while of course portraying, 
or purporting to portray, the ugly face of present-day society. In 
Mosca’s case, the process seems reversed. His picture of a syndicalist 
future appears to be free of all suspicion that some of the fancied 
vices of tomorrow’s neo-feudalism might be those of his own liberal 
society. Thus, when he voices fears that the professionalization of the 
representative regime would leave the public interest unrepresented, 
Mosca takes for granted that it can be and, in fact, still is deter¬ 
mined, by discussion in and out of parliaments in the meandering 



Functional Feudalism 329 


way of the liberal tradition, wherever it is permitted to exist. But 
the very fact that Mosca wrote The Ruling Class would indicate 
that this consensus was no longer to be had in Italy, or even that it 
never had existed. It is highly doubtful whether it exists today 
in Italy or France, although both countries are in fact democracies. 
We keep our fingers crossed when we think of the resurrected 
Germany. The public interest, so we believe, is still articulate in these 
United States and also in Great Britain, not to mention some of the 
small democratic countries. But the influence of pressure groups, 
such as Big Labor or Big Industry, on the representative assemblies 
had been a decisive factor long before II Duce thought of substitut¬ 
ing corporate organizations for the older type of parliament. The 
problem, then, would seem to be not, as our author puts it, whether 
or not we “ought to hand over the sovereign organs of the liberal 
State to the syndicates,” because vast economic interests, compara¬ 
tive if not superior in strength to the syndicates, already occupied 
informally the sovereign's seat of power. Mosca knew that this was 
so: “Yes, the power of the syndicates is a true danger, but it is a 
danger in re ipso: it lies in the very economic constitution of our 
present-day society.” 

The real question, therefore, was what could be gained by for¬ 
malizing those great, already existent ‘dangers”: whether the legaliza¬ 
tion of the new de facto sovereignties, created by the only real, the 
industrial revolution of our age, would rcinvigorate the representative 
regime and give all elements of the new mass society a sense of 
being truly represented. 

It is not up to us to offer an opinion on this subject which is 
still undecided. Our author has no faith that anything w'ould be 
gained through the syndicalization of the democratic order. No use 
getting panicked into radical decisions which, once made, cannot be 
easily undone. Our present system, he says, like all forms of govern¬ 
ment, is bound to change, as the conditions, economic, intellectual, 
and moral, out of which it was born change. And before we can 
think of changing anything, let us restore the bulwark of free institu¬ 
tions: 

Ten years of peace, external and internal peace, will almost certainly 
heal the wounds of that middle class, which forms the indispensable 
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substratum of the representative regime; to work for that recovery, or at 
least not to hinder it, is the most urgent task of European statesman- 
ship.25 

If in the past our author had occasionally shown a tendency to rely 
on small, technical improvements of the governmental apparatus 
(a penchant of which very little was made in this study), he now 
no longer takes the gadgeteer's approach. Not changes in the admin¬ 
istrative or constitutional mechanics, but the restoration of pros¬ 
perity in general, and of the middle classes in particular, is the first 
article of Mosca’s faith. That faith is based on the experience of a 
lifetime showing that “the present organization of society has 
immense powers of resistance.” 

Mosca’s confidence in the resilience of the European middle class 
was not unjustified. Had he lived longer, the amazing comeback 
of the German bourgeoisie after the last destructive war might have 
served him as an excellent example. And is not the bourgeois way of 
life asserting itself even in the Soviet Union? 

But granting him that much, one would have to point out to 
Mosca that the middle class of the mid-century is no longer the 
middle class he knew. And that is true not only of the European 
bourgeoisie. The literature about the new American middle class 
is ample evidence that it is a world wide phenomenon, llic econom¬ 
ically independent but comparatively small class which was able to 
assert its independence against the encroachments of the state bu¬ 
reaucracy has given way to a new stratum which is broader than 
its predecessor but no longer independent. Only it is not so much the 
bureaucratization of our public life (the only one which Mosca 
knew) that is responsible for the dependence of the modern middle 
class as the bureaucratization of our private lives, the rapid growth of 
large-scale business enterprise with their innumerable “service indus¬ 
tries.” 27 

The implications of this signal change arc serious for the validity 
of Mosca’s theory. The new middle class—will it be the same main¬ 
stay of free government as had been the old middle class of Gaetano 
Mosca's youth? Wc can here only raise the question and refer the 
reader to those writers who suggest that there may be an intimate con¬ 
nection between the phenomenon of the New Clerks and the 
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phenomenon of faseism. If Mosca’s elite was the edueated section 
of an economically healthy middle elass, the fascist elite that suc¬ 
ceeded it came from an economically sick, disgruntled bourgeoisie 
fused with plebeian elements likewise disgruntled: disappointed rev¬ 
olutionaries like Benito Mussolini, or displaced asocial elements 
like Adolf Hitler. 

Fascist tendencies, however, are not limited to economically inse¬ 
cure societies: the combination of dependence and security may 
prove to have an equally corrosive although not quite so overt effect. 
It may not show at all in the political domain; in fact, that may be 
its most damning feature. If it is true that our malaise, our growing 
sense of insecurity is due to technological rather than economic 
factors, then the Moscas of tomorrow had better be industrial thera¬ 
pists and mass psychologists instead of students bent on the unravel¬ 
ing of politics. 

But if this is beyond the scope of Gaetano Mosca, his intense 
hostility to the proposals of industrial government remains a puzzle. 
For that s)stcm had been advocated by the thinker he admired 
above all others, Saint-Simon. The only reason we can think of to 
explain our author’s ajmstatic lack of faith in technocratic govern¬ 
ment is his known, constitutional aversion for, and disbelief in, 
all attempts to interfere with human fate as it unfolds in the mysteri¬ 
ous course of history. 



15 

LESSONS OF HISTORY 


A very old man sits behind his desk and meditates. He has much 
time, too much time on his hands. His political career ended long 
ago, and now he is not even teaching any more, because of age. 
That is a shame because his mind is as alert as ever. If anything, his 
interests have become broader. Politics has lost much of its fascina¬ 
tion. The noise of world affairs just barely penetrates the ancient's 
consciousness; it is a rare day that makes him take notice of such 
an ephemeral event as a Romanian plebiscite. The date is February 
6, 1938; the great crisis leading to World War II is already in full 
progress. Gaetano Mosca briefly comments: “I remember that 1 
wrote and published, back in 1921, an article entitled 7 fattori della 
nationalitcC in the Rivista Europea, where I said that plebiscites arc 
only good to sanction an accomplished fact but never to accomplish 
something new." 

This possible allusion to the technique so dear to all Fascist rulers 
is the final entry in a notebook posthumously published after the 
war.^ It shows how little Gaetano Mosca, almost eighty at the time 
of writing, bothered about the slight matter of chronology. For his 
essay on “Tlie Elements of Nationality” had seen print not in 1921 
but in 1882; in fact, it had been the first publication of our author, 
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then aged 24. A difference of forty years—but what are forty years 
to one whose mind was roaming across five millennia of the human 
race, a mind at home in Plutarch’s rather than in Mussolini’s Rome. 
I’he Duce is not even mentioned in these notes, which were not 
meant for publication, unless this remark refers to him; “We have 
a characteristic case of the Living Lie when a statesman pretends 
to feelings which he docs not have, for instance, when a man of 
authoritarian disposition, who would instinctively despise the humble 
folk, is member of a democratic party and as such is forced to profess 
adulation for the very people he despises from the bottom of his 
heart.” 

Immediately below appears another, even more suggestive refer¬ 
ence to the forbidden topic; "‘I read somewhere that Clcmcnccaii 
once defined as a symbol (I would have said a myth) the statesman 
to whom the great public ascribes qualities which he docs not possess. 
I have been sufficiently familiar w'ith Italian politics to testify that 
they abounded with such myths or symbols. I should like to add 
that the best instrument for their creation is the daily press.” - 

But these quips are the only ones that bear upon the Fascist 
present in which Mosca lived, and they arc carefully embedded in 
a lengthy disquisition on the art of deceit. Fifteen years earlier, when 
writing about Nfachiavclli, Mosca had suggested the same ''most 
important topic” as a subject for a book. "It is not likely to teach' 
the successful liar anything he did not know before, but it might 
l)c of sonic slight profit to his victims.” ^ llie same notion recurs 
in tlic diary, the wording is identical and followed by this postscript: 
"A book of that sort would assuredly be a most moral book ...” 

Did Gaetano Mosca plan to write it? One section of the notes 
is headed "Lying and Deceiving,” another treats of "Hatred and 
Revenge”—"the political philosopher yields to the moralist,” observes 
the editor, Donato, in his commentary.'* Mosca’s pithy maxims 
sometimes sound like saws out of a copybook: 

He who wants to deceive must use lies very parsimoniously and with 
great caution. Parsimoniously, because the frequent liar will not he be¬ 
lieved; with caution, because it is very dangerous ... to be caught in 
flagranti ... Very clever people know how to deceive without telling out¬ 
right lies: they merely twist the truth, they color it and thus create the 
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intended impression in the other person’s mind ... A lie has over a truth 
the great advantage that it can accommodate itself to the tastes of the 
audience, something which the truth, given its inflexible and rigid char¬ 
acter, can never do ... I read once in a book whose author and title I 
forgot, that in an argument you can tell the truth only once but an in¬ 
finite number... of lies.® 

These perceptions arc probably the leavings from a draft which 
Mosca had used for his study of The Prince, and a direct quotation 
from the Secretary speaks for that assumption. But one remains 
eurious. Why was Mosca so infatuated with the problem of de¬ 
ception? Would it be far-fetched to say that he considered it the 
problem of his time? Was he perhaps attracted, if that is the word, 
by the phenomenon of the totalitarian lie; was Mosca fascinated by 
its evil power? 

Seen in that light, the ramblings of an ancient man take on a 
different, much deeper meaning, and those excerpts jotted down 
at random become the deliberate attempts at reinforcing long-held, 
sacred certainties against tlic nagging doubts that come with the 
oppressive isolation of defeat. From a French text of Stubbs' Con¬ 
stitutional Uistoryf of England Mosca culls these bitter lines: “Politi¬ 
cal freedom is nothing natural. Natural arc violence, oppression, and 
the will to power. Liberty can be achieved only by a refined civiliza¬ 
tion. In its infancy, civilization needs the inspiration of an ethical 
ideal which is slow in forming, llic control of savage instincts assumes 
a degree of reasoning of which the people of the Middle Ages were 
incapable.” ® 

In copying these lines did Mosca see the writing on the wall? 
Did he intend to say that the new Middle Ages arc approaching? 
That ours is a century of new barbarians? Possibly. To anyone 
born in the nineteenth ccntuiy^ (which ended in 1914), the ricorso 
following World War I must have come as a most surprising shock. 
But it is also possible that Mosca copied those lines from Stubbs 
precisely because they confirmed a truth which he had always 
known: that liberty is the last flower of civilization. What else had 
he done but to embroider that old thought of the precariousness of 
freedom? What else was the meaning of his “balance of the social 
forces,” predicated on acceptance, by the rulers as well as the ruled, 
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of common standards of morality, suggested by a telling “formula”? 

That communal acceptance, Mosca notes, is slow in forming, 
and it is at all times threatened by eruptions of new forces, new 
demands. If they remain unchecked, if the “political class,” which 
is, or ought to be, reason holding back the savage instincts, should 
permit imperia in imperiOy there would be a sharp acceleration in 
the rate of social growth, but at the cost of social unity. Only societies 
which manage to retard the upthrust of new social elements and to 
assimilate them in an orderly and gradual manner have a reasonable 
chance of survival. But if the rate of absorption is too slow, the 
pressure of new forces may become too great to be resisted. 

Ill cither case the blood transfusion by which the political class 
keeps alive, Pareto’s circulation of elites, is no automatic process. 
It requires what Stubbs called the degree of reasoning which can 
be found only in a mature society. The question is, can that maturity 
be achieved by a conscious intellectual effort, or must it remain a 
happy gift, a wisdom which relics on instinct and good luck, but 
cannot be expressed in any rules which the political and social 
scientist may try to foster in the public mind. In Mosca’s words: 

Will progress in political science some day enable mankind to elimi¬ 
nate, or even to attenuate or make rarer, those great catastrophes which, 
from time to time, interrupt the course of civilization and thrust peoples 
that have won glorious places in history back into barbarism, be it a rela¬ 
tive and temporary barbarism? 'That is a most important question. From 
the practical standpoint it may be the most important of all the questions 
with which political science is called upon to dcal.'^ 

'Flic section in The Ruling Class which deals with this “important 
question” might have been entitled, after one of Lenin’s revolu¬ 
tionary pamphlets, “The 'Phreatening Catastrophe and How to 
Fight It.” A slightly different version of the answer appeared as a 
contribution to a scholarly symposium in the thirties.** The quest 
for salvation, the search for a truth revealed by history continues 
unabated in the last notes left by Gaetano Mosca. 

Something else, of slightly lesser relevance than the salvation of 
society but still important, depends on the answer; the validity of 
Gaetano Mosca’s doctrine of the ruling class. For what he likes to 
call “the level of civilization,” the degree of social evolution, is the 
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factor which, finally, determines also the political and moral level 
of the ruling class. And vice versa: the "'political class'' shapes, or is 
supposed to shape, the character of the society which it controls. It 
will receive the grade of good, or excellent, or merely fair according 
to its aptitude, or lack of it, to meet the problems of its day and 
generation. The “virtue" of the ruling class, then, is a variable. How 
do we measure it? I low are we going to determine whether a par¬ 
ticular regime is equal to its tasks? The only yardstick recognized by 
Mosca is the one which also takes the measure of the “level of 
civilization." If it is high, the level of the ruling class is also likely 
to be high. But when is the level of civilization high? Must wc 
assume that higher stages arc reached as civilization becomes more 
complex? It looks that way, for Mosca tells us, via Stubbs, that 
only “refined” civilizations achieve “liberty.” And liberty is Mosca's 
summum bonum. Now, assuming that we could agree in that re¬ 
spect, all would be well. But if wc should discover some societies in 
history which had refinement without freedom, and then others which 
were free but not refined, what then? For if we arc deprived of the 
criterion of liberty, the only one suggested by our author, what is 
left? All wc can say is that the level of civilization is reflected in 
the character and composition of the ruling class wfliich is, in turn, 
conditioned by the level of civilization reached by the particular 
society. We are moving in a circle. 

Iron Laws and Constant Tendencies 

These arc some of the problems, difficulties, ambiguities which 
puzzle Mosca. Knowing what he thinks of Vico, Comte, and Marx, 
wc should expect him to be diary of proclaiming any Iron Laws of 
history. The following is fairly representative of his approach: 

Wc arc inclined to think that just as human beings, or at least the 
great human races, have a constant tendency toward social grouping, so 
too they have equally constant and powerful psychological tendencies 
which impel them onward toward ever higher levels of culture and social 
progress. Such tendencies, however, operate with more or less vigor, or 
may even be stifled, according as they find physical environments— 
complexes of circumstances that might be called “chance”—which are 
more or less favorable, and according also as they are more or less ham- 
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percd by social environments, in other words by psychological tendencies 
equally universal and constant. 

‘‘Chance'' is explained as ''a chain of circumstances that escape 
human control and foresight.” The outcome of a single battle, Mosca 
says, has in the past decided the fate of a nation. His examples arc 
Plataca, Zama, Jerez de la Frontera, Poitiers, and Hastings.^ Rut they 
arc not too convincing. Was the outcome of Plataca or of Zama really 
an accident? Was not the fate of Carthage as good as decided at the 
time when Hannibal had to withdraw from Italy? Was Visigothic 
Spain or Saxon England not ripe for the conqueror? Poitiers may be 
a better case in point, but who can tell today whether an Arab vic¬ 
tory would have decided Europe's fate for good? Would it not be 
more profitable to treat the “decisive” victories of history as conse¬ 
quences rather than as causes? 

There is no thinking possible without some gcncrali/ations, and so 
Mosca's “constant, universal tendencies'' will not unduly shock us, 
as long as he recognizes enough countcrtcndcncics which may, and 
do, as he asserts, deflect the course of history from any predetermined 
and “inexorable'' end. We willingly grant that the human race has 
“a constant tendency toward social grouping.” Nor are wc likely to 
balk at the statement that unfavorable physical and social factors 
often thwart the group instinct. Montesquieu, whose theory of the 
milieu had been so critically treated by our author, had already 
said as much, anticipating Toynbee's theory of “challenge and re¬ 
sponse.” But how arc wc to measure the success of the historic tend¬ 
ency toward more complete integration, not to mention again that 
most bothersome w^ord, cpiality? Merely to speak of “psychological 
tendencies” impelling mankind “onward tow^ard ever higher levels 
of culture and social progress” not only reminds one of the unilinear 
theory of history so dear to the positivist mind, but it lays Mosca 
open to the same objection which has been raised against Friedrich 
Engels' saying that “a perfect society, a perfect state are things which 
can only exist in the imagination. On the contrary, all successive 
historical situations are only transitory stages in the endless course 
of development of human society from the lower to the higher.” 
Tlie first sentence with its curt dismissal of progressivist idealism is 
an insufficient alibi for Engels' fervent, if relativistic, faith in progress. 
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How, asks one of many critics, “can he speak of historical evolution 
from the lower’ to the ‘higher’ without some criterion that is out¬ 
side historical development, i.e., an absolute existing ‘only in the 
imagination’? How can we test this alleged progression if we have no 
definition of ‘higher’ that is independent of the process itself?” 

Mosca, too, was found by us in the same hesitation between ab¬ 
solute and relative standards; we found also that he was quite un¬ 
aware of it. Sometimes he seems to sense that something must be 
done. Then the result may be a compromise, as in the case where 
he divides all states into two types, the feudal and the bureaucratic, 
cautioning the reader: 

This classification, it should be noted, is not based upon essential, un- 
ehanging eritcria. It is not our view that there is any psyehological law 
peeuliar to either one of the two types and therefore alien to the other. 
It seems to us, rather, that the two types arc just different manifestations, 
different phases, of a single constant tendency whereby human societies 
become less simple, or, if one will, more complicated in political organi¬ 
zation, as they grow in size and arc perfected in civilization. Level of 
civilization is, on the whole, more important in this regard than size .. .^^ 

Tlic denial of “unchanging criteria” by which feudalism and bu¬ 
reaucracy may be distinguished ends with the establishment of one 
essential, unchanging criterion which they share. It is the tendency 
of growth in size as well as in perfection. What is the criterion for per¬ 
fection? Wc are told that perfection is another word for “level of 
civilization.” We are back at the beginning. 

But we must not quibble. It is perfectly clear what the author has 
in mind; he never doubted that the highest level of civilization was 
reached a hundred years ago under the rule of liberal democracy. 
Tliis is the standard absolute which can be realized because “in large, 
highly civilized societies, which are held together not only by moral 
and intellectual affinities but also by strong and complicated politi¬ 
cal organizations, a much greater speculative and affective freedom 
is possible than in small and loosely organized societies.” 

Tlic emphasis on unity is again undeniable. Society is not a mech¬ 
anistic aggregation of wills; free thought and choice arc predicated 
upon the fact of political and moral integration. But as there is free¬ 
dom within unity, so unity in turn depends on freedom. The politi- 
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cal organization reflects the complexity of underlying healthy ten¬ 
sions; it comprises a “large number of currents of ideas, beliefs, and 
attachments that succeed in asserting themselves—by the formation 
of diflFerent intellectual and moral crucibles within which the con¬ 
victions and sentiments of single individuals arc variously fused and 
alloyed” 

These conflicts, however, between the ideological and social groups 
might easily lead to disintegration, if not for another “constant tend¬ 
ency” of human nature which makes for cohesion and allegiance: 

There can be no hiiinan organization without rankings and subordina¬ 
tions. Any sort of hierarchy necessarily requires that some should com¬ 
mand and others obey. And since it is in the nature of the human being 
that many men should love to command and that almost all men can be 
brought to obey, an institution that gives those who are at the top a way 
of justifying their authority and at the same time helps them to persuade 
those who are at the bottom to submit is likely to be a useful institution.'® 

Tlic din of Iron Laws has by now grown to such proportions that 
it takes some effort to distinguish the two voices with which Gaetano 
Mosca speaks in the above quotation. The beginning (all societies arc 
hierarchically organized) may be accepted as a statement of fact, 
although, strictly speaking, it is more than that, the implication being 
that “the useful institution” will tend to remain the property of a 
small group of power-wicldcrs, whereas one might point out to the 
contrary that power in advanced societies tends to become more 
widely scattered than it is in relatively small and uncomplex societies, 
and that it tends to be more functional as it becomes less personal. 

But, for the moment, Mosca’s theory may be accepted as a true 
description of existing facts. These facts, according to him, arc in¬ 
herent in the nature of organization. Rule and subjection are ex¬ 
plained by the necessities of social structure, a collective need. How¬ 
ever, the utility of the arrangement, of obedience and command, is 
then explained, not as one would expect in terms of communal 
needs and advantages, but along lines of individual psychology. It is, 
we arc informed, a fact of human nature that “many men” arc moti¬ 
vated by the will to power, and that “almost all men” can be condi¬ 
tioned to accept control. This is, unless I am mistaken, the only 
time that Mosca makes use of the psychological argument in favor 
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of his theory, the only time also that the elitist urge, the will to dom¬ 
inate, is claimed for “many men” and not only for a minority. How¬ 
ever, since it is a fact that only a minority of those aspiring to com¬ 
mand are able to achieve their aim, one should assume that the 
majority, in fact the great majority of all the many would-be rulers, 
being frustrated in their ambition, would be the “unruly” elements, 
the backers of the various out-elites of their society. But that is not 
at all what Mosca says. According to him, the frustrated power 
lovers (of whom there arc many) arc identical with the habitually 
obedient (almost all). Most people have both dispositions in their 
make-up and are capable of reconciling what is, theoretically, con¬ 
tradictory. It stands to reason that society would be in an eternal 
uproar if that were not so. 

This is, in my opinion, a most fruitful insight by the author, which, 
unfortunately, stops short of what seems to be the inescapable con¬ 
clusion. But since that conclusion probably would wreck the main 
assumptions on which Mosca’s theory is based, it would be too much 
to expect of him that he draw it. Before I attempt to indicate its 
outlincs,^'^ Mosca’s own conclusions ought to be considered. 


What We Can Learn from History 

The importance of the means by which “those who are at the 
top” arc “justifying their authority” and “persuade those who are at 
the bottom to submit” grows as society becomes more complicated. 
One might say that, other things being equal, a ruling class will be 
as strong as its political formula. Remembering that the myth which 
persuades and justifies is not the product of elitist ingenuity but the 
creation of all classes, the collective property of the entire society, 
we will not for a moment expect Mosca to assume that ruling classes 
arc responsible for that decline of social and political morality (the 
weakening of the prevailing “formula”) which usually accompanies 
the end of a civilization. It is true that we did find our author on 
occasion charging the ruling class with that responsibility, exhorting 
it to raise its sights and to fulfill its duty as “disinterested” guardians 
of the people. But that view is the exception, not the rule. For the 
political class is not a free agent who could choose its destiny; it 
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rules but is in turn ruled by the forces which dctcrininc growth and 
decay of the body politic. That is not necessarily fatalism. Mosca 
says explicitly: ‘‘I do not hold with those fatalistic interpretations of 
history.'" But he comes dangerously close to a Spcnglcrian view 
of cultures going through a cycle of youth, maturity, old age, ending 
with death; and the older Mosca grows, the more docs he seems 
tempted to adopt that view. Much less so in The Ruling Class, There 
he takes a position much akin to Toynbee's: great civilizations must 
not die like individuals—they arc sometimes able to preserve their 
physical identity under the domination of another race and culture. 
‘History," says Mosca, “is full of such transformations and survi¬ 
vals." 

However, he concedes that “there is still a sense in which a people 
that has been able to create a civilization of its own and to maintain 
it through long centuries can be said to have died." Hiat death may 
be attributed to two causes which arc “incvital)ly" related: “Nations 
die when their ruling classes arc incapable of reorganizing in such 
a way as to meet the needs of changing times by drawing from the 
lower and deeper strata of society new elements..Or death is 
caused by “a dwindling of those moral forces which ... make it possi¬ 
ble for a considerable mass of individual efforts to be concentrated, 
disciplined, and directed toward piiq^oscs related to the collective in¬ 
terest. In a word, old age, the forerunner of death, comes upon politi¬ 
cal organisms when the ideas and sentiments which make then capa¬ 
ble of the collective effort... lose influence and prestige without 
being replaced by others." 

Civilization lives in and through its controlling moral force and 
dies with it. The great importance of the ruling classes is not mini¬ 
mized: they are the catalysts of the collective effort. But they seem 
to be the agents rather than the prime movers of the “collective 
effort," less determining of, and more determined by, the “senti¬ 
ments" which make that effort possible. 

If moral sentiment is the decisive factor, then it seems almost point¬ 
less to expect that the appeal to reason, in a word, science, may have 
a therapeutic influence on moribund societies. Indeed, in the 
first part of the Elementi Mosca shows himself to be quite scep¬ 
tical in that respect. Even in the first chapter he voices his doubt 
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about the political scientist’s ability “to modify the political conduct 
of the great human societies. What happens in economics is instruc¬ 
tive. Free trade is unanimously regarded by unprejudiced experts in 
that science as a good thing, yet the most highly civilized nations are 
today turning to the fiercest protectionism.” 

That was in 1896. In 1923 our author is somewhat more optimistic: 

An exact knowledge of the laws that regulate the social nature of 
man ... if it docs nothing else, will at least help people to distinguish 
between things that may happen and things that cannot happen and 
never will happen, and so it may help to keep many generous intentions 
and much good will from being improfitably and even perniciously 
wasted.. 

Strange as it seems, as the political horizon darkens, Mosca’s faith 
in the eventual triumph of man’s reason becomes brighter. In 1936, 
the year Mussolini conquered Abyssinia, Mosca asks himself the ques¬ 
tion: “What could history teach us?” And he answers: “History is not 
made only by the men whose names have been remembered...” 
Tlie great historical accomplishments are “the fruits of the collective 
laboring of the entire society, or at least of its highest strata, of the 
most dynamic and most useful individuals who are the leaven of the 
social dough. That labor is continuous, for immobility is not a natu¬ 
ral condition of society.” We must remember that, in Mosca’s view, 
the bureaucratic absolutism of Mussolini’s government was a regres¬ 
sion and, at best, a temporary expedient. Then we shall appreciate his 
pronouncement that “societies which tried to arrest their develop¬ 
ment have never quite succeeded and have been defeated by those 
which did not commit that error.” 

Tliat optimistic note is not consistently maintained. Mosca was no 
progressivist. Gradual or sudden relapses into barbarism are not at all 
improbable. “The chief task of the historian would be to establish 
the causes of such gradual decays and acute crises.” But he could not 
do much better, Mosca thinks, than to repeat what “I wrote forty 
years ago.” And Mosca cites the lines which we have quoted about 
the dispassionate observ^er who will find that human beings are deter¬ 
mined partly by their passions, instincts, and subconscious preju¬ 
dices, partly by their interests, and for the rest, depending on what 
we call chance.^' Yet he concludes on the faint note of hope that 
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‘'the immense amount of information gathered in the nineteenth 
century and in the first decades of the twentieth will make possible 
a real science of politics. It would enable the statesmen and the 
ruling classes to avert those periods of decay and above all the sud¬ 
den crises... which caused, even if they were of short duration, 
untold sufferings for the unhappy generation which had to endure 

them.” 22 

A few years later, around 1938, the author copies down a passage 
from a French book he is reading: “A civilization is an organism 
which has its youth, its maturity, and its old age. No organism is 
immortal, and the more complex they are, the more vulnerable and 
the least resistant. If we should have any illusions that our own civili¬ 
zation is immortal, time will disabuse us of that notion." Mosca 
comments. ''This contains a great deal of truth, but not the whole 
truth. In the first place, even though the human individual will never 
achieve immortality, the progress made in hygiene, medicine, and 
surgery has notably increased the length of human life. And what 
is true for individuals may well come true for the social organism 
too, once the laws regulating its life are better known. Second ... as 
I have demonstrated in my Elementi, every civilization which decays 
or dies bequeathes to those that succeed it an artistic, moral, scienti¬ 
fic heritage which will not be entirely lost." 23 Indeed, more than 
forty years earlier, Mosca had written: "A whole society can hardly 
grow old in the same sense in which an individual grows old when 
his powers begin to fail." Like Toynbee, he believed in cultural "ap- 
parentation”: "The descendants of a civilized people may stagnate 
or may even relapse into barbarism, but the learning of their fathers 
may fertilize the nascent civilization of uncouth hordes that hajjpen 
to find themselves favorably placed for receiving such beneficent 
germs." ^4 

Will we end the same way, leaving it to other races to pick up 
the pieces of our heritage? Tlie author greatly fears that this will 
happen: "If European civilization is forced to keep long and inces¬ 
santly on the defensive against the tendencies of the various socialist 
schools," he wrote in 1896, "it will be forced by that very fact into a 
decline, and the decline will come whether our civilization tries to 
compromise, make concessions and come to terms, or adopts a policy 
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of absolute coereion and resistance.” Anticipating many recent writ¬ 
ers, Mosca knew already that, in fighting the totalitarian enemy, we 
may unwittingly have to adopt his very methods: “In order to main¬ 
tain [resistance], our civilization will have to abandon most of its 
idealism, restrict liberty of thought and adopt new types of govern¬ 
ment which will represent a real retrogression in the safeguarding of 
justice.. 

Is there no way out? The faith in scientific statesmanship which 
will enable us to make the necessary changes gradually is strongly 
reaffirmed in Mosca’s “Ultimate Reflections.” But significantly, other 
entries sound another note. Quoting again from his French source, 
Mosca notes: “It seems that without the cement of a metaphysical 
faith a human group cannot preserve that simple peace of mind that 
makes us accept life and practice all those daily virtues of self-denial 
and submission without which society could not endure.” And he 
adds: “This is also my belief, llic waning of faith is the greatest 
weakness of our present Kuropcan civilization.”^'^ Like Toynbee, 
Mosca in his last years seemed to feel that the history of world civili¬ 
zations is the history of world religions.^^ 

This is no longer the impassioned anticlerical of certain youthful 
essays. In the Elementi Mosca had already taken a more sympathetic 
attitude toward Christianity, if not toward the Church. Then he had 
written: 

It has often been remarked that Christianity is the religion of hard 
times ... It is not at all unlikely that the luxury and waste that was char¬ 
acteristic of the first three decades of the twentieth century will be fol¬ 
lowed by an era of depression and coiii])arativc povertv, during which 
Christian doctrines will again find the terrain propitious for recapturing 
the hearts of the masses. 

This sounds as if it had been written, at the earliest, in the fourth 
decade of this century. But actually it was a prophecy pronounced 
in 1896, brought up to date in the American edition of The Ruling 
Class.^^ The “Ultimate Reflections” of the ig^o's give no indication 
that the hope in a revival of Christianity among the masses, now that 
Fiurope was no longer prosperous, was coming true. How the old 
man could endure life without that hope I do not know. The rest 
is silence. 



CONCLUSIONS 


When Gaetano Mosca wrote, the burcaueratization of political 
and economic life as we know it today was still undreamed of. When 
he spoke of mass organizations, he meant state bureaucracies and 
modern, ‘'democratic'' parties, nothing else. These frightened him all 
right, but how much more terrified he would be today. In his time, 
the mass managers and bureaucrats looked like a serious threat to 
liberal society; toward the end of his career, they had become con¬ 
terminous with government in many countries, and thus, due to the 
much enlarged possibilities of social and political direction, with 
society itself. When Robert Michels studied the sociology of modern 
parties, he saw them as one of various crucibles from which political 
elites arose. Enough other channels were still open through which 
the social forces could assert themselves. Two generations later bu¬ 
reaucratization had become the fate of all organized activity, and 
the term “bureaucratic" simply meant the way in which all large- 
scale business had to be transacted, whether it was public and “politi¬ 
cal," or private enterprise. 

To spot today's elites should be a much more arduous job than it 
had been in Mosca’s lifetime. One might go still further and decide, 
with Karl Mannheim, that our supremely diffuse and mobile type of 
society makes the formation of elites enormously difficult, if not 
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impossible.^ But that is not at all the view of the more orthodox 
elitist writers. Lawrence Dennis and James Burnham—to name two 
American examples—will agree on one thing if on nothing else: the 
field belongs to three groups, state administrators, party managers, 
and businessmen (the representatives of Capital and Labor). On 
a second thought, James Burnham added, during the last war, the 
military.^ If we add the last-named to the bureaucrats, we get a 
triangular situation in which the modern, centralized mass parties 
would appear to be the apex. 

To begin with Europe: in some, technically democratic, countries 
we will find the power contest polarized between two massive party 
blocks. In Mosca’s Italy, for instance, the “machine” of the now 
ruling Demo-Christian coalition fulfills the same function for the bour¬ 
geois camp which the Partito Communista led by Ercole-Togliatti 
(seconded by Nenni's socialists) performs as the co-ordinating agency 
of proletarian protest. Mosca, if he were alive, would worry about 
the identity of mass appeal techniques used by both sides, and about 
the destructive impact that the inherently totalitarian character of 
these techniques, with their regimentation of opinion, might have on 
his “balance of the social forces.” But, then, Mosca might relax 
again on finding out that behind the monolithic facade, regimenta¬ 
tion is far from complete. I’hc Demo-Christian Party, he would find, 
is actually a loose confederation of three far from agreed groups, 
reflecting right-wing, moderate, and left-wing tendencies. What 
Stalin’s posthumous disgrace will do to the Communist-controlled 
plebeian coalition of workers, field hands, and depressed groups of 
the petty bourgeosie still remains to be seen. 

Whatever happens, it is likely that one fact will remain un¬ 
changed: the major dislocation which the modern party system has 
effected in the methods of selecting the elites. The French example 
may serve as an illustration. There we found, after the liberation, a 
succession of weak governments controlled by shifting coalitions be¬ 
tween more or less antagonistic parties. Through them and their 
appointees in the great nationalized industries as well as in the state 
bureaucracies, the social forces-or, to be precise, the interests—con¬ 
trolled the distribution of the meager social product. Every demand, 
in order to be heard, had to be channeled through the parties. What 
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had been a slack electoral organization once, making demands upon 
the sovereign community, had now, in grim collusion with like- 
minded partners, usurped the position of the sovereign community: 
it was the sovereign in all but in legality. The part had made itself 
the whole, the party had become the state. 

At this point our imaginary Mosca might consider toning down 
his statement, lest it seem '‘too harsh to fit some cases,•'* and re¬ 
formulate the statement about the party become state to say this: 
A rearticulation of the sovereign will has taken place or is in prog¬ 
ress in most countries, or at any rate in those which have, or else 
pretend to, democratic institutions. What the change amounts to is 
a shift of the decision-making function away from the constitution¬ 
ally designated agents to new “intermediate sovereigns,” irresponsi¬ 
ble yet public powers: the great party, business, labor, pressure group 
bureaucracies with their central committees and executive boards.^ 
If they arc not actually the state, united they could easily absorb it 
and make it over in their own image. The balance of the social forces 
hangs on their disunion, a frail thread. Where the dislocation of the 
sovereign will took on a revolutionary character, such as in Russia, 
Germany, and Italy, the framework of the state was left standing as 
an empty shell, while total power accrued to the vast parallel bu¬ 
reaucracy of the triumphant party. The retention (or, as in France, 
restoration) of the democratic mechanism could only mask but no^: 
offset a world trend which is no respecter of national or ideological 
boundaries. 

The effect of that displacement has two aspects that affect the old 
elites. Tlie new bureaucracies tend to attract and absorb what is left 
of independent hierarchies. In the extreme case of the Soviet Union, 
the one ruling party has, so far, succeeded in containing the ambi¬ 
tions of all other (managerial, army) groups. Their social power, 
influential as it may be within the controlling party, is unable to 
by-pass it. A plurality of Soviet elites granted, they must gravitate 
around and merge with the elite of party bosses. Human engineering 
is still more important than mechanical and technical manipulation. 

Elsewhere the mass parties must share the monopoly of power 
with competing bureaucratic bodies, such as civil service, army, 
business-labor. But there too we will find that in many cases power 
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is acquired by entering the party lists (the many lawyers in the U.S. 
Congress). 

Secondly, the mass-ive character of modem institutions not only 
means that elite selection becomes more and more monopolistic; it 
also affects the very type of leadership. A Mosca redivivus would 
find little reason to revise his views about the lower level of con¬ 
temporary ‘‘aristocracies.” For this he mainly blamed the democratic 
parties; ^ today, Mosca would extend his censure to all leader groups. 
Not only, he would say, are they now operating on a lower level— 
they are themselves downgraded, mediocre. To quote a critic native 
to this country: “By the middle of the twentieth century, the Ameri¬ 
can elite have become an entirely different breed of men from those 
who could on any reasonable grounds be considered a cultural elite 
... Knowledge and power arc not truly united inside the ruling cir¬ 
cles; and when men of knowledge do come to a point of contact 
with the circles of powerful men, they come not as peers but as 
hired men.” ® 

Mosca himself was still content if the elite of knowledge would 
retain its independence; only in rare moments did he hope “knowl¬ 
edge and power” could be fused within the ruling class. In our time, 
if C. Wright Mills is correct, the independence of the cultural elite 
is a thing of the past; the man of knowledge has become the well- 
paid expert, the mere tool of power. 


Democratic Revisionism: Duverger and Schumpeter 

Four decades after Robert Michels, a French scholar who had ob¬ 
viously learned a great deal from him and from Mosca wrote another 
book about political parties. In it, he analyzed the evolution which 
his masters had anticipated in a sketchy way. He follows them—up 
to a certain point. It is instructive to observe that Mauriee Duverger, 
while quite agreeing with his predecessors on the facts, comes none¬ 
theless to very different conclusions. 

“The organization of political parties,” we read, “is certainly not 
in conformity with orthodox notions of democracy. Their internal 
structure is essentially autoeratie and oligarehie: their leaders... tend 
to form a ruling class ... a caste that is more or less exelusive.” 



Conclusions 349 

This is rather elementary, and Duverger himself feels that “the 
argument must be carried further: even supposing that parties were 
ruled by parliamentary representatives, it would be an illusion to 
think them democratic. For elections themselves ill interpret the true 
state of opinion. Parties create opinion as much as they represent 
it... Growing centralization is increasingly diminishing the influence 
of members over leaders... Parliamentary representatives themselves 
are compelled to an obedience which transfomis them into voting 
machines controlled by the leaders of the party. Thus there arise 
closed, disciplined, mechanized bodies... parties become totalita¬ 
rian.” T 

This is straight Mosca—nothing that would shock the younger 
generation of American political and social scientists. They might 
point out to Duverger that, in this country, parties arc decentralized 
(a fact of which he is aware “) and hence not likely to become 
“totalitarian.” But they would accept with calm his main contention, 
expressed still more brutally by Schumpeter: “Democracy is the rule 
of the politician.” • 

Bleak as this picture may look to the faithful of the classical tradi¬ 
tion, Duverger does not, as Michels did, end on a note of near 
despair: “The system makes it possible to form a ruling class, spmng 
from the people, to replace the old... The deepest significance of 
political parties is that they tend to the creation of new elites, and 
this restores to the notion of representation its true meaning, the 
only real one.” A la bonheur! Nor is Professor Duverger much wor¬ 
ried by the New Mediocrity; he obviously prefers it to the old... 
The modem party, in his view, provides “the necessary framework 
enabling the masses to recruit from among themselves their own 
elites.” 

This would be utter heresy to Mosca, who thought of the masses 
as mere objects, never as the subjects of political decision. But he 
need not worry too much because Duverger does not consistently 
maintain the notion of the mass elite; we will find him back on the 
old Mosca track in just a moment. He reverts to it already when he 
says that, with respect to government, the parties arc a socializing 
factor: Ministers and parliaments, “once exclusively the instruments 
of private, finaneial, and economic interests ... have today become 
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instruments in the hands of the parties.” But docs that also mean 
their democratization? Have the parties not become the tools of 
those same ''private, financial, and economic interests”? M. Duverger 
does not think so: “'riiis transformation represents an advance of 
democracy, not a retreat.” For "the new party structures ensure an 
admirable training of the political leading strata as well as closer 
and more faithful contact of the people and their ruling elites.” 

I’his optimistic statement seems to contradict the previous one 
about the autocratic and oligarchic character of the new party struc¬ 
tures. But the contradiction is only verbal, for "all government is by 
nature oligarchic but the origins and the training of the oligarchs 
may be very different and these determine their actions.” 

lliis is most unlike anything the old elitists ever wrote. Mosca 
and Michels were agreed that all bureaucracies, regardless of class 
origin, would tend to be tradition-bound and, hence, conservative, 
the need for orderly procedure transforming erstwhile revolutionaries 
into cautious officeholders. Duverger rejects this generalization. His 
emphasis on class background and habits is a fruitful one. Bureauc¬ 
racy may be conservative, progressive, even revolutionary, implement¬ 
ing startling changes of the social system, as in Soviet Russia. Bu¬ 
reaucratization need not thwart the democratic, or totalitarian, ends. 

But what about the means? 

Professor Duverger's reply is simple: "I’hc formula 'Government 
of the people’ must be replaced by this formula, 'Government of the 
people by an elite sprung from the people.’ ” 

The democratic myth is salvaged—at a price. The Gettysburg ad¬ 
dress has been abridged by Duverger. Rule "by the people” is con¬ 
spicuously absent from his revamped democratic formula. Like 
Mosca-Michels, he holds that "the sovereign people” arc a fiction, 
that their choices are manipulated by the politicians and their propa¬ 
ganda experts. Party elites will be "of the people” without necessarily 
being representative of rank and file opinion. 

It might seem to some that Duverger’s revision of the formula is 
still not radical enough for the elitist taste, while it is far too radical 
for the majoritarian democrat. 

Another try to reconcile Rousseau with Mosca has been made 
by the late Joseph Schumpeter. Without mentioning the author of 
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The Ruling Class, the great economist defines the democratic 
method as ''that institutional arrangement for arriving at political 
decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means 
of a competitive struggle for the people's vote.” ^2 Duverger, 
who docs not seem to have read Schumpeter, could not have written 
differently about the electorate: "Its choice ... does not flow from its 
initiative but is being shaped, and the shaping of it is an essential 
part of the democratic process. Voters do not decide issues... In all 
normal cases the initiative lies with the candidate...” 

Are there exceptions to that rule? Is there such a thing as an au¬ 
thentic "draft” of candidates who truly represent "the people's 
choice”? There is: "there arc certain cases in which the political 
engine fails to absorb certain issues either because the high com¬ 
mands of the government and the opposition's forces do not appre¬ 
ciate their political values or because these values are in fact doubtful. 
Such issues may then be taken up by outsiders who prefer making 
an independent bid for power to serving in the ranks of one of the 
existing parties. Tliis of course is perfectly normal politics.” But, 
we may add, not normal politics in the United States, at least not, 
as a rule, in national cleetions. Iwcn within the loose framework 
of our two great parties, mavericks, no matter how well known they 
are, have very little chanec to "buck the party.” 

So democracy, according to Schumpeter, "docs not mean and can¬ 
not mean that the people actually rule in any obvious sense of the 
terms 'people' and 'rule.' "It only means they have the right to accept 
or reject the men who arc to rule them. "But since they might decide 
this also in entirely undcinocratic ways, we have... to narrow our 
definition by adding a further criterion identifying the democratic 
method, viz., free competition among would-be leaders for the vote 
of the electorate.” 

The meaning of the term "free competition” is not clear. If it refers 
to independent candidates soliciting votes outside or against the 
well-established parties, then free competition would not be a typical 
mark of the democratie process as we know it. Schumpeter himself 
feels some uneasiness about this point: though democratic competi¬ 
tion "excludes many ways of securing leadership which should be 
excluded, such as competition by military insurrection, it docs not 
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exclude the cases which are strikingly analogous to the economic 
piienomena we label ‘unfair' or ‘fraudulent' competition or restraint 
of competition. And we cannot exclude them because if we did we 
should be left with a completely unrealistic ideal." Du verger, on 
his part, grants that in the United States free electoral competition 
(in Schumpeter's sense) has “to a large extent" been realized through 
the device of the open primary: “No doubt the present decline of the 
‘machines' must be partly attributed to it." But then the author 
qualifies that favorable judgment by saying that the power of the 
party leaders to select the candidates is “modified rather than sup¬ 
pressed ... The primary system tends less to encourage the freedom 
of candidates relative to the leaders than to develop internal factions 
and rivalries between groups of leaders. At the primaries the electors 
may judge between such rivalries, but the small number of electors 
taking part in the primaries takes away much of the significance 
from this choice..." Tlie elitist theory is once more vindicated. 

What have we gained from Schumpeter's redefinition of democ¬ 
racy? He claims that it provides us with “a reasonably efficient cri¬ 
terion by which to distinguish democratic government from 
others ..." Because the interests of the people (both in the subjective 
and objective sense) “may be and in many historic instances have 
been, served just as well or better by governments that cannot be 
described as democratic according to any accepted usage of the term," 
Schumpeter decides to omit from his formula all statements about 
democratic ends and to equate democracy with what he calls “a 
modus procedendi the presence or absence of which it is in most 
cases easy to verify." 

Democracy has been reduced—tenninologically—to a mere tech¬ 
nique. And if a Hitler comes to power, as he claimed and did, by 
constitutional means, then Schumpeter's second proposition that 
“the theory ... leaves all the room we may wish to have for a proper 
recognition of the vital fact of leadership" assumes a meaning which 
was certainly far from the author's mind. For he acknowledges, as 
part and parcel of the democratic process, certain “genuine, group- 
wise volitions," such as “for instance, the will of the unemployed to 
receive unemployment benefit or the will of other groups to help." 
In common parlance, we would speak of their desideratum as a 
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democratic aim in the pursuit of social justice or, to quote a famous 
document, of happiness. They are aims which, again in coniinon 
parlance, are called democratic ends, to be achieved by democratic 
means, Schumpeter, concentrating on the means, insists that his 
scheme takes care of the ends as well: “On the contrary we arc now 
able to insert them in exactly the role they actually play.'' For those 
volitions of the people, or a part of them, “do not as a rule assert 
themselves directly.” They are sometimes dormant “for decades” and 
do not become articulate “until they arc called to life by some politi¬ 
cal leader who turns them into political factors.” 

lliat is indubitably a true statement of the facts. But the elitist 
thrust is blunted by the observation that “no leadership is absolute. 
Political leadership exerted according to the democratic method is 
even less so than are others because of that competitive element 
which is of the essence of democracy.” That competition, to be 
sure, takes place between political (and cultural) elites, but as their 
number multiplies in modern mass society, the element of competi¬ 
tion works in favor of the democratic tendency. 

Thus understood, the theories of the elite and liberal democracy 
not only do not contradict each other, but arc complementary. Fs- 
sentially, Schumpeter's reappraisal amounts to an integration of elitist 
elements into a democratic framework which is much more modest 
than the structure built two hundred years ago, more diffident and 
more complex, but basically still within the classical tradition. 


Croce's Strawman 

Others have not been so cautious. Such an unquestionable liberal 
as Mosca's great contemporary Benedetto Croce, wrote in the last 
years of Mussolini's rule, which found him so intractable, lines osten¬ 
sibly directed against Marx and his class struggle doctrine, but in 
fact aimed at another target: “Politics become altogether unintelligi¬ 
ble unless we go back to the concept of a ‘classless class,' of a ‘general 
class,' which lays the foundation and rules and governs the State.” 

That was a safe enough beginning, as the concept of a “classless 
class” cutting across, and mirroring, all classes was a favorite idea 
with the fascist movements of both Italy and Germany, hroin there. 
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the Croeean argument moves on in innocent vacuities, a watered- 
down version of Mosca: ''A political class, or ruling minority, which 
knows what it wants, is indispensable to the liberal state as to every 
other form of state, and the rest follows in consequence. And when 
it is affirmed that liberalism is depressed, or decadent, or exhausted 
... this is but to say that these few, the minority, this ruling class is 
depressed, or decadent, or exhausted,... that it must rise again and 
revive itself,” or else ‘'a new generation of men will succeed it,” who 
will compose new aristocracy, young and vigorous like that of 
other days.” The tone has almost imperceptibly changed; the famous 
clarity of Benedetto Croce's style is in eclipse, and we no longer 
know: Are the successors of the decadent old liberals still liberals 
of the young generation, or no longer liberals—Fascists perhaps? This 
ambiguity, we suspect, was intentional, contrived to throw the Fascist 
censor off the scent. But in the end, there is no question about where 
the author stands, for after taunting the old ruling class for its refusal 
to reform itself, he finds that it is haunted by a sense of guilt: “an 
obscure remorse pricks the conscience, and gives an indication of the 
ever persistent truth that the liberal idea is never outmoded because 
the moral ideal with which it substantially coincides cannot be out¬ 
moded.” 

Brave words, considering the time when they were uttered. But 
the reassertion of the liberal ideal is accompanied, quite a la Mosca, 
by an attempt to detach it from its historical connection with democ¬ 
racy: “The liberal method docs not claim to call everybody lo j^oli- 
tics and the government of the commonwealth, putting them all on 
the same level, which is the democratic utopia. When peo])lc think 
that they have brought this into existence, it leads to demagogy and 
tyranny.” However, unlike Mosca, Croce docs not openly declare 
himself against the universal suffrage, although he docs cite the 
monk Savonarola's warning against popular assemblies: “the man 
'who wants to make a parliament' wants (he said) ‘to wrest the gov¬ 
ernment from your hands.' ” Here Croce forgets that, according to his 
own definition, the government is not, and even ought not to be, in 
the hands of the people in the first place. But having taken our 
democratic rights away, he instantly restores them to us, under an¬ 
other name, for he concedes that: 
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... the liberal method docs convert all from subjects into citizens, and 
gives to all, or to as many as possible, the means of sharing power, whether 
in government and administration, or by criticism and counsel... Whoso 
wants to make use of these liberties can do so ... and he can take part in 
the competition and in the political struggle, whose larger or smaller 
fruits depend upon the quality, more or less good, of the forces in play, 
and of the men who share in them and handle the method.-^ 

The friend of democratic principles may, at this point, respect¬ 
fully submit that Benedetto Croce’s “democratic utopia” (which is 
also that of Gaetano Mosca) makes claims far beyond those ad¬ 
vanced in the sacred texts of democracy, 'i’hcy do indeed “call every¬ 
body to politics,” but democratic theory docs not assume that govern¬ 
ment could be by all—unless Vladimir Lenin’s State and Revolution 
is considered as a democratic theory. Not even the greatest of them 
all, not even Rousseau at his boldest, in the Social Contract^ has the 
people govern: all he says is that authority to govern comes from 
them; the people arc sovereign but they do not rule. Wherever Rous¬ 
seau drafted practical proposals for a constitution, as for Corsica and 
Poland, the result was a model of liberal restraint.-’* 

Modern representative democracy assures the voter control of his 
government, that is, judgment of its actions and the changing of its 
personnel: the legislature by his vote, and indirectly, through the 
men of his choice, the executive. To the extent that the elitists caii 
show popular control to be an object of manipulation by an organ¬ 
ized minority, they have a talking point; when they forget, or slur 
over the fact, that these minorities in turn depend, as they compete 
with one another, on the democratic process, they exaggerate. The 
“democratic utopia” is such an exaggeration, an ad hoc constructed 
strawman. Once that strawman is destroyed, we find that the emerg¬ 
ing liberal utopia “gives to all, or to as many as possible, the means 
of sharing power ...,” -* and that should be good enough for us and 
all. 

There remains an irritant, as any casual perusal of contemporary 
writing will reveal: a penchant toward an aristocratic view of social 
and political relationships. Below the summit occupied by such as 
Mosca and Pareto, Croce, Schumpeter, and C. Wright Mills-** 
elitism has become the new snobbery. The term “elite” is being used. 
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in a self-congratulatory way, by those who, to misquote George Or¬ 
well slightly, arc of the opinion that all men are equal, but some 
more equal than others.^® The tendency to view our mobile mass 
society in the light of a stratified and static past may be a symptom 
of repression and accompanying overcompensation: hankering for 
rank in a society which knows, officially, no ranks. Elitism in the 
present may be a rationalization of the submerged wish for social 
and political pre-eminence. 

No wonder this attitude has caused a great deal of annoyance. 
And no wonder that much of the protest is aimed at the founding 
fathers of the theory, blaming the river’s source for the vast inunda¬ 
tions of the distant plain. 


Root-and-Branch Rejection? 

One way of giving battle to the whole elitist school is to attack 
its very premises and to deny the facts which the school takes for 
granted. Carl J. Friedrich’s criticism may serve as a representative 
example of the kind of root-and-branch rejection. It concerns Pareto 
rather than Mosca, but since, in Professor Friedrich’s view, “Pareto’s 
^governing elite’ seems largely identical with Mosca’s ‘ruling class,’ ” 
the argument applies with equal force to both.^"^ 

The onslaught, as may be expected from that quarter, is as formi¬ 
dable as its thrust is to the point. The point is, of course, not the 
basic thesis that in all historically known societies the few ruled over 
vast majorities. Professor Friedrich does not question that assertion, 
for the simple reason that it merely states the obvious: nobody will 
be surprised to find that, in most armies, officers arc much less numer¬ 
ous than private soldiers. The theory of the elite makes bigger claims. 
It rests upon the proposition that the outstanding minority is not 
just the sum total of the individuals in control of a particular group 
or organization, but a compact body, conscious of its role and func¬ 
tioning in concert. It is this contention that Professor Friedrich 
ardently denies: “No attempt is made by Pareto to show that the 
‘elite,’ as defined by him, possesses a distinct group character; if he 
had made it, it would, no doubt, have failed, for these several ex¬ 
ceptional persons do not constitute a cohesive group.” The same. 
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Professor Friedrich says, is true of Mosca’s statement that the ruling 
class is composed of the people who rule: “the argument remains 
tautological/' 

Now, to say that Mosca and Pareto failed, or did not even try, to 
prove that a cohesive ruling class exists is not the same as proving 
that such a ruling class does not exist. But that is what Professor 
Friedrich thinks he has been doing. 

He begins by saying that “both writers [Mosca and Pareto] smug¬ 
gle in as an unproven assumption or major premise what is the most 
problematical part of all elite doctrines, namely, (d) that those who 
play a role in government constitute a coherent group, and (b) that 
they possess distinguishing characteristics.” 

This sounds like a denial of the elite doctrine under all conditions. 
However, as the argument proceeds, we find that Friedrich, very 
reasonably, narrows it down to the mere assertion that elites do not 
exist in democratically governed states: 

In the light of the continuous change in the composition of the major¬ 
ity, it is not possil)le to say, under conditions such as prevail in a func¬ 
tioning democracy, that those who play some considerable part in gov¬ 
ernment constitute a cohesive group... Even granting for the moment 
that the “facts'" were correct, this would merely argue that democrati/.a- 
tion was incomplete, or, in the light of dc Tocqucville's warning, on the 
retreat. 

According to Professor Friedrich, the elitists have produced no 
evidence of the conspiracy which is supposed to link the ruling indi¬ 
viduals and make of them a ruling class acting in unison. What proof 
they offer is “but historic evidence, drawn mostly from nondcino- 
cratic societies.” It is in this connection that Professor Friedrich 
makes use of the argumentum ad hominem by referring to Mosca\s 
Sicilian background. 

In a democratic system, those possessing superiority of some kind 
or another arc cither those who have a “capacity for workmanship in 
a given field of activity” or “those called upon to formulate public 
policies.” In making this distinction, Friedrich hardly intends to deny 
the possibility that, in the United States at least, the two “callings” 
frequently do overlap. At any rate, those with a flair for public office 
will be called to it onlv if and because “their general outlook coin- 
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cides with that of the majority.” If they have any ‘"merit” at all- 
in Mosca's mouth that word is merely a “concession to... demo¬ 
cratic verbiage”—then “only in that they arc ‘representative/ ” 

No!, Mosca would reply, it is the other way around: the members 
of the ruling class are representative because they have some “merit,” 
in the sense that they fulfill a necessary function as the social and 
political directors of society or else arc able to convince the people 
that their rulers in fact exercise that function. More important, 
Mosca would insist that this is the case in all social orders, the democ¬ 
racies included. 

Professor Friedrich, speaking with some heat, concedes that, in 
the course of democratic competition, “various individuals” will 
“achieve leadership.” But he maintains that “they cannot stabilize 
their position because their ‘solutions’ arc likely to be judged inade- 
cpiate after a trial...” Therefore, “they come and go in continuous 
succession.” Satisfied that he has shown conclusively that the turn¬ 
over in the democratic leadership makes the consolidation of elites 
into cohesive cliques impossible. Professor Friedrich exclaims on a 
note of triumph: “Indeed, the most vStriking thing about such lead¬ 
ership is that it is most usually recruited from among the common 
men.” 

But the coming and going of individual leaders need not exclude 
the existence of consolidated, hierarchically organized groups of 
great staying power. They recruit and train their future leaders in 
their own, established cadres which, in turn, are filled by eager appli¬ 
cants from colleges and universities. In that sense, elites become self- 
perpetuating, siipcrhninan entities which mold all newcomers, re¬ 
gardless of their origin, into a common pattern. Reversing Marx, one 
might say that it is not the social class which determines the nature 
of the ruling group, but on the contrary, the nature of the ruling 
group determines the class character of all its present and prospective 
members. Thus even if most leaders were “recruited from among 
the common men,” this need not seriously affect the oligarchic forms 
and attitudes of modern bureaucratic institutions. 

The disagreement between the elitists and Professor Friedrich can 
be narrowed down to the one question: Docs the democratic system 
where it functions as effectively as in the United States prevent the 
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formation and stabilization ot elites? Neither Mosca nor Pareto 
show proof that a ruling class exists in this country. Professor Fried¬ 
rich, on the other hand, makes no attempt to prove that it docs not 
exist. All he says is that it cannot exist because leadership in a democ¬ 
racy is (d) never stable, and (b) merely the representative or pro¬ 
jection of the public will. He might have added that elite formations 
in this country arc as yet too tenuous, too variegated, and too compet¬ 
itive to solidify into a ruling class in the accepted sense. But this 
Professor Friedrich could not do because it would have meant 
acknowledging the fact that dominant minorities exist, although they 
are still checked, if not checkmated, by the competitive mechanics 
of the system in their drive for unified control. But mutual cancella¬ 
tion of minority demands can be no substitute for the decision¬ 
making utterance of the majority, the fulcrum of the democratic 
order defended by Professor Friedrich. 

I’he impasse seems complete. To some extent the critic's imrclcnt- 
ing attitude may be related to the fact that at the time he wrote 
his book, democracy had to combat the fascist version of totalitarian¬ 
ism. Then it was only natural to suspect anyone who doul)tcd the 
eternal values of democracy of plotting against our free institutions. 
That such intention was far from Mosca's mind 1 hope I have 
shown to the reader's satisfaction. 'Phe possil)ilit}^ that Mosca's writ¬ 
ings gave, if only indirectly, an assist to fascist or authoritarian tend¬ 
encies it would be foolish to deny. Professor Friedrich, I believe, is on 
firm ground when he suggests that ‘'the concepts of the 'elite' and 
'the ruling class' arc useful only in analysing and describing the non- 
cooperative patterns of society." 

At a first glance, this statement docs not seem to be quite fair to 
Mosca's doctrine of the ruling class. Nowhere docs he deny tliat it 
owes its position and importance to the social humus out of which it 
sprang. He knows that "situations form elites at least as much as elites 
form situations," and that "domination must be explained as a social 
need and not as a desire or intention of the elite." The elite's 
raison d'etre is only as the instrument of social and political co-opera¬ 
tion. But it must be said that Mosca has a tendency to take that fact 
for granted and to treat elites as if they had not emanated from, but 
were independent of, society, prime movers of its destiny. He could 
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succumb to that illusion because the elites, while coming from the 
people, stand as rulers face to face with them, in a relationship of 
tension. Since that latter aspect was in Mosca^s view, denied or sim¬ 
ply overlooked by democratic theory, he stressed it, unduly perhaps, 
but understandably. Thus The Few and Tlic Many appear to con¬ 
front each other, as it were, across a sharp divide which, in reality, 
does not exist, and what is a continuum of social and political differen¬ 
tiation may look like a ‘'non-cooperative pattern of society."' This 
observation of Professor Friedrich is, so we believe, extremely fruitful 
and deserves some further exploration.®* 


The Elite to End All Elites 

Carl J. Friedrich's attitude is fairly representative of the American 
majority opinion: ruling classes may exist in Europe, or in Asia, but 
it cannot happen here. If there is something like a trend toward a 
class society ruled by elites, there are still more effective counter- 
trends at work to guarantee this country's democratic character for a 
long time to come, if not forever. 

The writer of this study has so far refrained from trying to fit the 
United States into the framework of the ruling class doctrine. lie has 
been waiting for a native American to do that. He did not have to 
wait in vain. The bold American has at long last appeared, just as 
this study was about to be concluded. C. Wright Mills has been 
referred to once before; he has been laboring for a long time to prove 
that the United States is governed by a relatively small, well-inte¬ 
grated ruling class. It is “The Power Elite" to end all elites, and judg¬ 
ing from the first reactions to Mills' radical pronouncement, he will 
have a battle on his hands compared with which the clashes with 
the old elitist school become mere skirmishes.®* 

The temptation to treat Mills as a rambunctious junior member of 
that school is almost irresistible. However, while The Power Elite 
seems to carry Mosca's Ruling Class to its extreme conclusions, it is 
anything but a late vindication of the older master: “It is not my 
thesis," Mills writes, “that for all epochs of human history and in 
all nations, a creative minority, a ruling class, an omnipotent elite 
shapes all historical events. Such statements, upon careful examina- 
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tion, usually turn out to be mere tautologies..And in a footnote 
Mills makes it clear that this is '‘the case, quite notably, of Gaetano 
Mosca .. It is the one and only point on which Professors Fried¬ 
rich and Mills see eye to eye.^® 

While Mosca's ruling class derives its raison d*&tre from the social 
force or forces which it "represents,"' the Power Elite is defined "in 
terms of institutional position." 

This formula has undeniable advantages. For one, it makes the 
proof of the Three C's:—group consciousness, cohesion, and con¬ 
spiracy-unnecessary; the Power Elite may lack one of these charac¬ 
teristics and still be a genuine ruling class. Mills does not claim that 
“the powerful are united, that they fully know what they do, or that 
they are consciously joined in conspiracy." What matters to him is 
“the structural position of the high and mighty..." As James 
Burnham and the interesting U.S. fascist, Lawrence Dennis, did be¬ 
fore him. Mills (who fails to mention either man) identifies those 
“high and mighty" as the virtual—and in wartime, actual—combina¬ 
tion of three groups: "the political directorate, the corporate rich 
and the high military." Anticipating criticisms k la Friedrich, Mills 
is careful to admit that the co-ordination of these three groups may 
be neither total nor continuous nor deliberate. However, he insists 
that "as the institutional mechanics of our time have opened up 
avenues to men pursuing their several interests, many of them have 
come to see that these several interests could be realized more easily 
if they worked together... and accordingly they have done so." 
This is, in essence, the position also held by Mosca and his followers: 
elites entrench themselves in institutions. But the emphasis is 
changed. With Mills, the institution makes the man; the master in¬ 
stitutions of a corporate economy and polity determine who shall 
wield the power. 

The author then proceeds to analyze the power structure of Ameri- 
ican society, deploying an enormous battery of facts and figures. To 
determine whether or not Mills draws the correct conclusions from 
his facts and figures is not the purpose of this study. One can only 
hope that Mills is wrong when he decides that “organized irresponsi¬ 
bility ... is today the most important characteristic of the American 
system of corporate power." It is no longer "held in check by a 
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plurality of voluntary associations which connect debating publics 
with the pinnacles of decision.” The result is a regime of '‘higher 
immorality” (this is the title of Mills' Chapter 15 ) which "is sensed 
by enough people... to lead to cynical views of the lack of connec¬ 
tion between merit and mobility, between virtue and success.”^- 
The American myth, Mills suggests, is no longer an unquestioned 
article of faith. The U.S. ruling class is, speaking morally, a sub-elite. 

Before Mills can arrive at this conclusion, he must perform one 
more feat. While not denying the fact that there are American elites 
in proeess of formation, many people will still cling to the belief that 
the "plurality of voluntary associations” is still operative, that it 
keeps "the high and mighty” from solidifying their position, that the 
old mechanics of free, democratic competition makes for a wide scat¬ 
tering of social power. Tliis "idea of the impotent elite” is ridiculed 
by Mills in the first chapter of his book. The pluralists suppose 
that "no one has enough power to make a real difference; events are 
the result of an anonymous balance of power...” The capitalist 
"notion of an automatic economy” is translated into political terms: 
"there is the Icadcrless democracy in which no one is responsible 
for anything and everyone is responsible for everything.. 

Tliis negative view, as expressed by David Riesman, is subjected 
to a withering critique in Mills' Chapter ii, called "1’he Theory 
of Balance.” By implication, the attack upon the author of The 
Lonely Crowd is also an attack upon the author of The Ruling Class. 
Professor Riesman's equilibrium of competing "veto groups” (which 
corresponds to Mosca's "balance of the social forces”) is "romantic 
pluralism.” It describes a situation which exists no longer, or, if it 
does exist, then only on a lower plane; it is no longer the whole pic¬ 
ture. Riesman's thesis is "a recognizable, although a confused, state¬ 
ment of the middle levels of power, especially as revealed in Con¬ 
gressional districts and in the Congress itself.” 

If Mills is right, then the whole sphere of politics in the tradi¬ 
tional sense has lost its primary importance. The political elites have 
to defer to other forces. "Tlie considerable powers that do remain in 
the hands of key Congressmen are now shared with other types of 
political actors”: with the heads of the congressional committees 
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whose decisions are in turn “increasingly subject to decisive modifi¬ 
cation by the administrator.. .”Thc latter becomes the key figure: 
“Increasingly, the professional politician teams up with the adminis¬ 
trator ... to exert power with him against other administrators and 
politicians, often in a cut-and-thrust manner.'' 

Nor is “demoeracy by pressure groups" to be relied upon, as in the 
past, to counteract the process of political collusion and corrosion. 
“The important pressure groups have either been incorporated in the 
personnel and in the agencies of the government itself, both legisla¬ 
tive and exeeutive, or become the instruments of small and powerful 
cliques, which sometimes include their nominal leaders but often 
do not."^‘* In consequence, “more and more of the fundamen¬ 
tal issues never come to any point of decision before the Con¬ 
gress ..." The incorporation of the erstwhile independent social 
forces has become complete: “The old lobby, visible or invisible, is 
now the visible government... llie executive bureaucracy becomes 
... the arena within which and in terms of which all conflicts of 
power are resolved or denied resolution. Administration replaces elec¬ 
toral politics; the maneuvering of cliques replaces the clash of par¬ 
ties." 

'riiis is no longer Mosca or Pareto but Spcngler: it is the advent 
of Caesar. Mosca's all-important “second stratum" of the ruling class, 
the middle level of political and intellectual leaders, is demoted 
from its key position in the power structure. It could loom so large 
only in a society in which “as a professor or as a free-lance intellec¬ 
tual, the political analyst [was] generally on the middle levels of 
power himself." But Mills docs not confine himself to this small 
exercise in the “sociology of knowledge." He relates the status loss 
of die intelligentsia to the general decline of the old middle class 
which “became politically, as well as economically, dependent upon 
the machinery of the state." In addition, “there had arisen, inside 
the corporate society, a new dependent middle class of white collar 
employees... 'Fhey arc in no political way united and coherent... 
The old middle class for a time acted as an independent base of 
power; the new middle class cannot." The “balance of the social 
forces" thus becomes a dated notion: it was feasible as long as 
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power was not yet consolidated in the inner circle of the top elite. 
“When the middle classes decline... the balancing society as a sys¬ 
tem of power declines.. 

Ideologically, this means that all elitist theories we know have lost 
their importance for sociological analysis. To put it differently, the 
elitist myth reflects the aspirations of ascending middle classes only. 
Their decline, however, does not temiinate the usefulness of the old 
myth, as Mills is quick to recognize. Tlie Power Elite will appro¬ 
priate the theory of balance so as to make itself more acceptable to 
the defeated bourgeoisie. Mills cites E. H. Carr’s observation that 
“ 'the doctrine of the harmony of interests ... thus serves as an in¬ 
genious moral device invoked, in perfect sincerity, by privileged 
groups in order to justify and maintain their dominant position.’ ” 
The “formula” of the professors becomes a device of self-deception. 

It is then not true that, with Mills, Mosca has, at last, “arrived” 
in the United States. Instead, we find him under fire from two direc¬ 
tions—not just one, as in the past. The democrats, much as his 
theory of balance and juridical defense may please them, will con¬ 
tinue to loathe Mosca because of his doctrine of the ruling class 
with its aristocratic overtones. The followers of Mills in turn could 
adopt Mosca’s ruling class as a “romantic” concept badly in need of 
modernization. But the theory of balance they cannot accept because 
of its strong liberal flavor. 

So, no matter how we look at him, our author remains, as before, 
in no man’s land. Only if Mills should be proven right about the 
future of American society can wc foresee a chance for Gaetano 
Mosca to become a latter-day John Stuart Mill, a patron saint of 
liberty for the opponents of the corporate elite. They will have little 
use for C. Wright Mills’ new formula because it is in itself contradic¬ 
tory. On the surface. Mills seems to debunk the Power Elite; actu¬ 
ally, he justifies it as a force against which there is no defense. His 
counsel is one of despair and hate. He magnifies the facts and thereby 
helps to create something unique: an inverted myth, enhancing, “in 
perfect sincerity,” the very power against which he wants to warn 
the world. It’s a long way from Mill to Mills, but it took us only 
a hundred years to travel it. At the beginning of the road we find 
Karl Marx, the dragon-slayer of the bourgeoisie, and at the end, the 
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bourgeois intellectual who has seen through Marx and anti-Marx 
alike, who has seen it all and has no place to go. 


Elitist Revisionism: Dorso 

The reader frightened by this picture of America may feel more 
comfortable in the company of Guido Dorso, an Italian follower 
of Gaetano Mosca who attempts to reconcile the master’s doctrine 
with the principles of classical democracy without surrendering any 
positions vital to the theory of the elite. 

He starts out with a minor sacrilege by redefining Mosca’s “politi¬ 
cal class” (the totality of all elites, inside and outside government). 
He calls it classe dirigente while reserving Mosca’s term, classe polit- 
ica for that part of the ruling class which is in charge of the official 
government.®** 

Except for this semantic change, which is not too important, it 
seems to be the old story, faithfully retold. But that is true only of 
the beginning. Tlicrc we find again the government with its two 
strata: one, small, issuing the actual commands, the other, much 
more numerous, which implements the policies and makes them 
work. Again tlie sub-elite would seem to be the more important of 
the two, since without it the top group could not expect to be obeyed 
by the people, except in very small and primitive societies. And the 
secondary elite can reach the people so successfully because it is 
itself recruited from the people. Inasmuch as not all eligible elements 
can be absorbed into the government, they w^ill form separate elites 
expressing social forces not yet represented in it. That way Dorso 
can dispense w'ith the dividing line between the governing and the 
nongoverning part of society which Mosca—the one who wrote the 
Tconcrt—had started out with. Tlie “political class” (Mosca’s govern- 
nicnt) becomes the classe dirigente, Dorso’s common pool for all 
elites, political and social. Thus, by starting at the point where the 
old master ends, the pupil has with one stroke managed to establish 
the continuum on which to project all elites. Tic recognizes Mosca’s 
early tw'O-class scheme for what it is: a technical device which had 
to be discarded, and the sooner, the better: 
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Between direetiiig and direeted class there exist numerous relations and 
connections which it is not always possible to state precisely... For rea¬ 
sons of epistemology and terminology wc draw a line between the two 
great social classes, but wc arc not able to say where the one starts and the 
other ends .. 

Dorso tries to drive this thought home by encircling it like a com¬ 
poser writing variations on a theme: we may distinguish the two 
“classes” but without pretending that they can ever be separate com¬ 
partments; they “intercommunicate,” they are “linked across a grey, 
intermediate zone which belongs neither to the dominating nor the 
dominated class but oscillates autonomously between both ...” The 
niling class is called “the mirror of the people, its most delicate 
elaboration.” Interdependence between ruled and rulers is “a con¬ 
stant factor which stands out most clearly in a revolutionary period,” 
when the circulation of elites is fastest. But the same is true, although 
less ostentatiously, of normal periods. Dorso switches here his similes 
when he says that in normal times class interaction functions in 
sordina, muted. 

If this is the correct approach, it follows that “the study of the 
ruling class is the first step toward the understanding of a people's 
history, but not sufficient in itself because it might yield the one¬ 
sided, so to speak, official portrait of society.” To be a fair approxi¬ 
mation of reality, the study would have to be of “a ruling class which 
functions to perfection, with the opposition having its fair share of 
constitutionally regulated power. But such an exclusive study of the 
ruling class would not suffice in situations where it is in conflict with 
the ruled majority. And since such conflicts are the normal state of 
affairs, while the perfect functioning of the political elite is the ex¬ 
ception, therefore, if one wishes to be sure of accurate results, a study 
of the whole society is always needed.” 

Another reason for considering the social pyramid in its entirety 
and not just the apex is the fact that “ruling classes are recruited 
from the ruled; they show therefore all the characteristics of the race 
in nuce ... The continuous renewal of the social cells assures, as far 
as it is possible, a certain correspondence between ruled and rulers.” 

The hesitant note reveals the uneasiness of one who wishes but 
does not quite dare to come out with the ugly truth that in predem- 
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ocratic times the ruling class did not too closely ‘‘mirror"' the sub¬ 
jected mass. Indeed, the author is forced to proclaim, a few lines 
later, the necessity for the historian “to bring out, in his description 
and analysis of class interdependence, its anomalies and aberra¬ 
tions.” 

It is only too clear: Mosca's predicament is also Dorso's in that 
both {pace Professor Friedrich) treat the ruling class as basically 
representative of the totality of social forces, that is, the majority. 
If it is not, that must be due to aberrations and anomalies and not, 
as the Marxist would insist, to the essential incompatibility of the 
two classes (“non-cooperation”). Mosca-Dorso are utterly incapable 
of conceding that incompatibility because of their own, Unitarian 
vista of society. Their view can hardly be expressed with greater 
vigor than in Dorso's statement that “the ruling class has no right 
to confine itself to the direction and protection of its own affairs ...” 
Instead it has “the social obligation to look after the collective inter¬ 
est.” 

We have here, Dorso remarks sagely, contradictory class intcrcsis 
between which conflict “is sometimes inevitable.” We are faced by 
the great issue of Co-operation versus Non-Co-opcratioii. Now, when¬ 
ever the collective good is disregarded by the dominant minority, 
something will have to give, and Guido Dorso leaves no doubt about 
the outcome: 

When the ruling class in the defense of its own interests has injured 
those of the coinmunity or has obstructed its advance, the fact of priv¬ 
ilege, which always goes with power, stands exposed and lacks justification. 
The disequilibrium of functions can be ended only with the end of priv¬ 
ilege, the declassation of the ruling class. 

Would “declassation” lead to democratization, would it mean 
the end of all elites, the coming of a truly classless, though not neces¬ 
sarily communist society? That would no longer be the house that 
Mosca built. And Guido Dorso may be thinking that the house 
needs some repairs, but he is far from ready to demolish it. Looking 
for help, he calls in the post-paradisian Adam, fallen man: 

Due to the iinperfcctioii of human nature, social life cannot take shape 
except in oligarchic forms. 'Hicy provide the skeleton for the whole 
social structure. Oligarchies rule in politics, in economics, in the field of 
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human culture. Tliey must be endured, indeed, they will have our support 
as long as they rule in accordance with the public interest. 

But even when they do so rule, the various privileges which the 
members of a ruling class enjoy evoke the envy of the masses. The 
masses ignore the fact that “those advantages are earned in the per¬ 
formance of severe and complicated tasks—tasks which the masses 
could not take upon themselves and which, therefore, have to be 
delegated to the men who find themselves placed on the social 
heights.” 

I’licic is no need to comment on this passage, which is a mere 
paraphrase of Michels’ chapter on the indispensability of leaders. 
When the ruling class is finally admonished “to exact as little as pos¬ 
sible in return for its oligarchic services,” it becomes Mosca’s class of 
the disinterested leaders, dressed up in pragmatic business suits.®^ 
Unlike their fathers, Dorso’s new elite will charge a service fee but, 
mindful of his own good advice, they will never charge more than the 
traffic will bear. In any case, we arc back where we started: an elite is 
of the essence because it is that articulation of society which ought to 
correspond to the collective need. 

However, Guido Dorso has not finished saying all he has to say. 


The Pacific and the Agonistic Instinct 

The first part of the Elementi has a chapter headed “Churches, 
Parties, and Sects,” a chapter to which we did not pay too much at¬ 
tention because it did not materially advance our understanding of 
those human associations beyond the point already reached in the 
Teorica.^^ That should, however, not deter the reader of The Ruling 
Class from paying close attention to the seventh chapter. For it offers 
some suggestions for a theory of groups and group relations which 
might well have served the author to expand his doctrine of the 
ruling class into a general philosophy of social and political behavior. 
At the same time, there is reason to believe that Mosca, had he 
pursued those ideas further, might have changed his mind about 
the role of modern parties and related mass organizations. 

What he says there refers back to certain scattered remarks in the 
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third chapter of The Ruling Class, where Mosca sees society con¬ 
trolled by two conflicting tendencies. One impels man to join his 
fellow social type and to combine with him into a single organism; 
the other urges him on to form separate “and almost always rivar* 
groups.®- It is a great pity that these observations were to remain 
unrelated to the central theory of the elite and to the part con¬ 
temporary mass organizations play as the key agents of elite selection 
and elite formation. 

Guido Dorso secs the possibilities inherent in those hints and 
makes the most of them. He, too, starts from the proposition that 
“man is by nature forced to satisfy two contradictory instincts which 
together constitute the essence of his being: the instinct of human 
solidarity and the instinct of strife which pits him against his fellow.” 
He adds, with a sigh: “One might have wished the social progress 
of mankind had not been dominated by these hostile instincts. In 
that case, however, human history would have been very dull...” 
Exciting or dull is, of course, Dorso knows, not the point at all. Much 
more important is what Mosca did not see: that the agonistic in¬ 
stinct and the instinct of co-operation arc, while on the surface con¬ 
tradictory, at the same time also complementary: “that instinct of 
strife, the first cause of all human struggles, has ideological reasons 
which, in primitive times, led to uniformities of costume, creed, and 
superstition, bonds which later widened into ethical and intellectual 
affinities ...” ®® If we disregard the strange etiology (human struggles 
are “caused” by the agonistic instinct which in turn is “caused” by 
ideological differences), what is left amounts to a belief in the essen¬ 
tial unity of process. Tliat belief is stated with all necessary clarity in 
Dorso's statement that “the churches, sects, groups, factions, parties 
—all the segments into which mankind continuously divides, are 
the essential instruments for the articulation of collective life...” 
Inside these segments takes place “the elaboration of minute con¬ 
trolling nuclei which organize the sectional majorities for the external 
struggle.” 

In other words, the rationale of the elite is the need of each social 
group to unite against other groups. Internal domination becomes 
necessary for the sake of group survival and, if possible, predomi- 
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nance. I'hc agonistic tendency leads to expansion and thereby to 
ever-growing integration, until unity has been achieved on a large, 
super-tribal scale. Put differently, segmentation precedes integration 
but is in itself already integration on a smaller scale. Not only docs 
it precede large-scale integration but it is its direct condition. There 
is then no integration without differentiation; but the reverse is also 
true, no differentiation without integration. Integration here means 
more or less harmonious coalescence into first small, then large social 
groups; but beyond that, the statement has teleological significance 
in that integration on a broader if not higher level might be under¬ 
stood as the sole purpose of differentiation. In that case, we fight in 
order to achieve (impose) our kind of unity, thereby promoting some 
kind (if not our own kind) of unity. 

If all co-operative actions have in them an element of sheer pugna¬ 
ciousness and if all agonistic (iion-co-operative) actions have an cle¬ 
ment of the fraternal instinct, then it would appear that integration 
(unity) and differentiation (pluralistic articulation) are interde¬ 
pendent aspects of one and the same phenomenon. 

Considered only by itself, this statement, whose Hegelian character 
is obvious, tells us very little. But it has some implications which 
might be worth-while exploring. If we reduce the patterns of de¬ 
mocracy and aristocracy to the proportions of a simple chart and 
then compare them with the theory of the elite, we get the following 
picture, in which the arrow indicates the direction of choice and 
control. 

CHART I 


A. The Democratic Version B. The Aristocratic Version 

(Early Mosco) 


C. The Elitist Compromis 
(Mature Mosca) 


Government (Agent) 


The Ruling Class 


The Ruling Class 



The People (Sovereign) 


The Masses 
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A. The democratic order has the sovereign people choose their 
representatives who, as the government, act as the agents of the 
whole community. 

B. The aristocratic concept, as it appears in the early works of 
Mosca, has the rulers confront and control the great majority. This 
is Professor Friedrich's “non-cooperative" situation or, rather, since 
without a modicum of co-operation society could not survive, co¬ 
operation has to be assured by the fact, or ever-present threat, of 
effective coercion. The latter would be true even of a society in 
which aristocratic rule is loyally accepted; in that ease the people 
may be said to love the rod which, for that very reason, can be spared. 

C. In the elitist order of things, as developed in the later works of 
Mosca, dominant minorities emerge from the majority by a process 
of cither “natural selection” or political election. 'I'hcy form the 
“political class,” which controls the rest effectively. In their capacity 
as rulers, the minority confront the masses, as it were, in a “non- 
cooperative,” ostensibly aristocratic role. But this is only one part 
of the stor}^, for the “circulation of elites” secures, in the long run, 
the co-operative continuum. The rulers arc themselves part of the 
people, whom they “represent” because they arc the outstanding 
leaders of the social forces. It is difficult to say where sovereignty is 
located; the concept docs not seem to be of much concern to the 
elitist theorist. In fact, he could not use it without getting into 
serious trouble: in a co-operative pattern, sovereignty, like power, 
is not anywhere in particular, but is with the total process. In that 
respect, we find no disagreement between David Riesman and the 
later Mosca. 

If this is the correct interpretation, then C represents a definite 
advance beyond the concepts A and B, of which it is the compromise. 

We might trj^ to define the power thrusts in the three patterns. 
A reveals no obstacle which would obstruct or blunt the democratic 
tendency, unless we agree with Rousseau who rccogni/cd that the 
“corporate will” of the magistrate had a “natural” tendency to thwart 
the general will of the sovereign (Social Contract, Book III, Chap¬ 
ter ii). 

In By the power of the ruling elass must be assumed to have its 
limits only in the “natural” conditions of the ruled society, such as 
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the vigor of the aristocracy and the docility of the subjects, or in 
the social power of the government which, in part, is determined by 
the technological development in general. But in a more advanced 
civilization, the aristocratic power thrust will also be opposed by 
strong, self-conscious social forces. The extent of the aristocratic 
power no longer is equal to the force of the aristocratic will. I low 
much of that will has been realized in any given case is beyond 
measurement because only a portion of the ruling force will remain 
“visible,” the rest being cancelled by the counter-will of the opposing 
classes. In turn, their democratic thrust is also blunted and in part 
submerged by the aristocratic pressure coming from above. 

Since C assumes a circularity of the political and social power flow, 
it should not figure here at all. But since a residue of the aristo¬ 
cratic pattern can be found in even the maturcst theories of the 
elite, what has been said with regard to B, applies to some extent 
also to C. It is a sad result: in all three instances, a theory of power 
thrusts would seem to be unworkable. Wc must try a different ap¬ 
proach. 

So far, the aristocratic and the democratic tendencies have been 
considered as two mutually exclusive forces, pitting groups or classes 
against one another. But as the pacific and the agonistic instincts 
dwell together in one and the same individual or group of individuals, 
so the tendencies toward democracy and aristocracy likewise appear 
together, in one person or one group. That is how Mosca, for one, 
saw the matter. (In order to avoid confusion, I will not treat as 
synonymous the “agonistic instinct” and the “aristocratic tendency.” 
Nor arc the terms “co-operation” and “democracy” simply exchange¬ 
able. Rather, non-co-operation and co-operation arc to be conceived 
as attitudes characteristic of both the aristocratic and the demo¬ 
cratic type.) 

Assuming, then, that the two tendencies appear conjointly, let 
us see if it is possible to construct them in such a way that they 
will fit into one and the same all-comprchcnsive theory. For that 
purpose I shall borrow the two Hobbesian concepts, rest and motion. 
But in contrast to Hobbes’ man, who is a creature of incessant 
motion, finding rest only reluctantly in the Leviathan-ordained 
“felicity” of outward peace, our man desires repose as much as 
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change, stability after mobility, adventure and security in alternation. 
Fxonomically speaking, he craves for possession as inucli as for 
acquisition. In political terms, man is equally disposed to conquest 
and to domination. In FreiuFs language he is son and rebel, and then 
father and conserver. Sociologically, man will try to climb the 
social ladder as long and as high as he can reach. He will think and 
act “democratically” as a low man on the totem pole but step on 
those who follow on his heels and stand on his “aristocratic” privilege. 
And he may be both things at the same time, aristocrat and democrat, 
and “in perfext sincerity” at that. 

Now this ambivalence is perfectly expressed by the elitist doctrine, 
and this may well be its greatest virtue—if there is virtue in an act 
that lacks intention. We propose to study the result in two con¬ 
venient stages. 


CHART II 


A. The Tendency To Climb 
(Democratic) 


B. The Tendency To Stay 
(Aristocratic) 


Ruling Class | (inoperative) 


Middle Class A (strong) 


Masses 


(very strong) 


(inoperative) 

Ruling Class T-^-►► (very strong) 

▼ (negative assertion) 


Middle Class 


(positive assertion) 

-^ (ilrong) 

(negative assertion) 


E (inoperative) 

-j (inoperative) 

(inoperative) 


A. The vertical urge (tendency to cliiiil)) which is behind the 
democratic drive will manifest itself as long as there arc still “new 
worlds to conquer.” On the lowest, or mass, level, the felt need for 
self-promotion will express itself as primitive cqualitarianism: what 
we want for ourselves, we grant to the entire group, if only for 
the reason that we realize how much our own advancement depends 
on co-operation with the group. Man at the bottom of the social 
pyramid has many reasons to think and act democratically, hardly 
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any reasons for developing aristocratic notions (some possible rea¬ 
sons will be discussed under B). 

Exactly where the democratic aspiration is at its most vigorous 
(between the lowest and the middle level or between the middle 
and the top rung) is a question to which there can be no simple 
answer, llie history of revolutions is in that respect a cloudy mirror. 
In the French case, it was an already potent bourgeoisie which over¬ 
threw the old regime, while in the Russian revolution the dynamic 
impetus came from a petty bourgeois intellectual clique which, under 
Lenin's leadership, leapfrogged over the bourgeoisie into the vacant 
seats of power. In general, one might expect the democratic drive 
to slow down gradually, as the ascending class tries to secure a 
foothold. When the climbers reach the peak, the democratic drive 
becomes inoperative, though its rhetoric may be retained for reasons 
pointed out by C. Wright Mills. 

B. The tendency to stay will generate the wish for positive as¬ 
sertion of one's ''rights'’ against those who try to monopolize them; 
that wish, turned against the class next in line, may turn into tlic 
negative resolve to deny equal rights and to repress, by violence if 
necessary, those who claim them. Both reactions may occur together 
(the I’rench bourgeoisie in 1848 ). I’lic tendencies to stay will be 
weakest on the lowest level, because that is a most unattractive 
proposition. On the middle level the aristocratic tendency is already 
pronounced but kept from being all-pervasivc by the prospect of 
still higher heights to conquer. However, the equalitarian aspect of 
the democratic creed becomes suspect, the radical schemes of the past 
arc disavowed as childish dreams, their advocates outlawed as en¬ 
emies and wreckers of society. At last the tendency to hold on 
altogether overshadows the acquisitive plebeian urge, the bourgeois 
becomes gentilhomme and closes ranks and club doors against the 
gate-crashing upstart. 

The statement that assertive or repressive action could not pos¬ 
sibly occur on the mass level needs qualification. In some societies, 
a race or class that finds itself below the social floor may play 
a useful, even an important role within, but is not a part of, tlic 
community. In that case, the group on the ground floor may try 
to keep the submarginals from rising in the social scale: the under- 
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dog has found his under-nndcrdog and evolves an aristocratic attitude 
toward him. In relation to the middle class above him, the superior 
underdog maintains his dcmocratie attitude (we are as good as you, if 
not better!) unless the barrier of admission becomes insurmountable, 
'riiere arc historic instances of a plebeian class withdrawing into a 
hard shell of isolation, forming its own subcommunity which has 
the same sodalities and hierarchies as the society from which it is 
excluded. When the house above the surface crumbles, they arc ready 
to rebuild it. 

The strength of middledass repressive action will depend on 
the degree of democratic pressure generated by the masses. It will 
normally not be as vigorous as the resistance of the top group to 
bourgeois ascendancy is apt to be. 'Ilic need for self-assertion, on 
the other hand, with regard to the ruling classes, may transform 
parts of the bourgeoisie, into a self-styled caste, analogous to what 
may, w extremis^ happen on the lower levels of society. The French 
gens (le la robe who under the ancien regime monopolized the 
parlemeuts as a hereditary class of jurists are a good example of that 
process of ‘‘aristocratization.” 

'That the ruling class will tr\' to prevent infiltration by the middle 
class by all means, fair or foul, goes without saying. 

We arc now ready for the last step: placing the aristocratic and the 
democratic tendencies (A and B) on the same system of co-ordinates: 


CHART 111 

Middle Class Ambivalence 


Ruling Class Level 


A (democratic tendency) 


Middle Class Level 




(o'.cillation) 


^ (aristocratic tendency) 


Mass Level 


^ (repression) 


'I’lic cliarl takes account only of tiic niicldic class because it is the 
only one whose attilndes show a great measure of amhivalence 
under all conditions. Its democratic drive against the ruling class 
continues strongly, but the notion of aristocratic superiority is 
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hardly less pronounced. At first it will assert itself only against the 
lower classes, but in the event that middle class ambition finds 
itself frustrated by the ruling class, the process of ' aristocratiza- 
tion,” referred to earlier, transforms what is left of the democratic 
tendency into a hybrid type in which the sense of superiority would 
be extended to the—conquered—mass and the—unconquered—ruling 
set alike. 

It can be seen now why the would-be elite of the middle classes 
should evolve the kind of myth in which the actual blends with 
wish-dreams of the unachieved potential. The annoying snobbery of 
the elitist myth is only the most superficial aspect of that jwictim, 
which combines both the aristocratic and the democratic preference. 
It can be seen now why the former should so strongly reassert itself 
precisely at the stage when the elite is facing the test which unmasks 
all ambiguity, when power is almost within its grasp and nothing is 
more deadly than equivocation. But equivocation is the fate of 
all elites, because they are pulled, irrevocably, in opposite directions 
which cannot be reconciled. They arc, ironically, reconciled only 
when a great 'IVibunc of the People becomes Caesar. 'Phen the 
democratic drive still appears to continue with increasing fury 
against the defeated and, sometimes fictitious, enemies of freedom 
and equality, while the hard fact of domination is still in the future. 
How sad that this should be the only time in history when people 
feel that glowing satisfaction which is caused by the reconciliation, 
in one action, in one man, of their most potent social urges: to be 
rulers and be ruled in one mysterious consummation. Final triumph, 
ultimate defeat arc bound together indissolubly. 

Tlicsc arc some of the airy speculations which arc stimulated by 
the simplifying magic of a chart, and it is with an overwhelming 
sense of guilt that we return now, for a last time, to our sober text. 


Political Parties: Their Special Function 

Still following the lead of Gaetano Mosca, Guido Dorso moves 
on to a study of that master institution of the agonistic instinct in 
our time: the political party. Like his master, he refuses to see any 
fundamental difference between a party and a church or sect, but 



Conclusions 377 

he will grant that 'political parties... arc particular human for¬ 
mations organized for the ideological-political struggle. While having 
much ill common with the great religious institutions, they pursue 
a different objective, their field being politics.*' But do they really? 
Was Mosca not perhaps right when he lumped together churches, 
sects, and parties? Cannot at least one of the contenipoiaiy parties 
be called an agnostic sect, a church of infidels? Mosca’s well-known 
dislike and distrust of political parties in general may be explained, 
if only in part, by the fact that the only modern mass organization 
he knew was the Socialist Party—which most certainly had alt the 
marks of a sectarian movement. As a lil)eral, Mosca had a lively 
fear of any human group which claimed to know the whole and 
only truth; it did not matter to him whether that claim was made 
by a church or by the followers of Marx.**‘** 

Not so the pupil. Although Dorso applies Mosca's observations 
about the great world religions to the modern parties—they too 
operate as "interclass organizations held together by a common 
ideology and built up into immense human associations comprising 
factions both of the political class and the masses..he, unlike 
Mosca, does not feel that parties disrupt the organic pattern of the 
social forces. If "in our time the ruling class comes on the whole from 
the efficient matrices of the political party," the reason is not 
difficult to see: "'Phe parties have become the generators of the 
ruling class simply because the various social groups or classes cannot 
possibly fulfill that function." 

Dorso knows, of course, that this is an exaggeration and that 
government by party does not exclude other screening methods 
used to parallel and supplement the democratic choice of leaders: 
"Many offices of decidedly political character arc assigned to men 
who, strictly speaking, have not risen through the party cadres. It 
is true that there are ecclesiastical, bureaucratic, and military hierar¬ 
chies which seem to rule the state all by themselves..." But that 
appearance, Dorso believes, is dccc])tivc. "All those governmental 
bodies, powerful as they may be, will function, as a rule, only through 
co optation with that section of the ruling class which lias directly 
crystallized out of the contest between parties..." P’rom the "po¬ 
litical confessional" to the official masters of the state run lines of 
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compromise which, be they ever so subtle, will rarely escape the 
attention even of the uninstructed common man. 

Between “the regimes of permanent institutional compromise” 
(where the executive branch has retained its constitutional autonomy, 
as for example in the United States) and those of “a more outspoken 
democratic character” the only difference is this: in the first case, 
the party-born elite only enacts and promulgates the law which 
represents a coinproinisc between tliat segment and all other seg- 
incnts of the ruling class, while in the second case the party cadres 
furnish the whole ruling personnel, including that of the bureaucracy, 
the foreign service, and the army. 

Mosca was convinced that a regime in which the civil services 
and the judiciary become ''politicized,” in which collusion between 
legislators and administrators is the order of the day, could no longer 
maintain "juridical defense.” Dorso, on the contrary, can see no 
reason why this should be so. He takes a highly optimistic view of 
the (ibility of the full-fledged democracies to maintain a superior 
level of political organization. In that respect, "these countries arc 
indubitably more advanced.” 'I’he way in which they manage to 
supply the kind of leadership essential to the conduct of affairs 
proves that "their masses have superior education and more influence, 
and also that the evolution of the ruling class encounters fewer 
obstacles.” 

These obstacles would, in our democratic age, be insurmountable 
if the selection of elites were still left to the distinct social forces 
and their human counterparts, the various interest or pressure groups: 
"a conservative party, composed merely of aristocrats and grand 
bourgeois, could never rally a majority and would be, therefore, 
kept forever out of government.” But political history shows that, 
on the contrary, conservative parties have held office, in all countries, 
for long periods. This was possible, and only possible, because they 
managed to attract broad strata who would normally not vote for the 
conscn’ative class interest. However, "through the mechanism of 
the party” the conservatives "succeed in launching programs of 
political and social conser\^ation which enlist the interests of the 
majority.” 

The best historical example of this new kind of conservativism is 
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Disraeli's reform of the 'Yovy party. In our time, the Conservatives of 
England or the Christian-Democratic parties of post-fascist Italy and 
Germany might serve as equally good illustrations. Dorso could 
have proved his point equally well by reference to modern lal)or 
governments such as existed in Great Britain until recentlv and 
still exist in Seandinavia. Evcrj'whcrc we would find tlie new phe¬ 
nomenon so ominous to Mosca's mind: massive political machines 
obliterating all elass barriers, collaring the masses, acliyuting them 
for the first time in human history. What Dorso says of the conserv¬ 
atives applies to all politieal organizations aeting in the name of 
representative dcmoeracy: 

The ideological fonmila of the party enlists not only the ruling oli¬ 
garchies which have most at stake in the preservation of the social fabric, 
but also vast numbers of the middle and lower-middle elass. as well as 
large portions of those masses who normally have nothing to hope and 
nothing to fear from the changes taking place within the ruling class. 

In broadening its basis the elite gives up its class identily without 
surrendering its leader function. Nothing is lost. On the contrary, 
only through full democratization can the process of elite formation 
operate with full efficiency: 

It is clear that the political class is an offshoot of the ruling elass, the 
technico-political instrument for the administration of the country. Its 
formation takes place constantly and normally through the medium of the 
politieal party which has the specific task of sifting from the masses the 
potential leaders of the nation. 

The elitist and the democratic routes have merged. 

Guido Dorso even has a happy explanation for that absence of 
initiative by which the doctrinaires of the elite like to distinguish 
the ruled from the rulers: ‘'through the political party, elements of 
the governed class achieve a rapid passage into the political or ruling 
classes, and in the process they bleed the governed elass." 'Iliey 
leave it behind in an “ancmie" state. And that, adds Dorso, is not due 
to any “diabolic intrigue" of the ruling elass. It simply means that 
“the governed class is all the time supplying new cells to the ruling 
class. It has a function similar to the process of blood circulation." 

So much about political physiology. But something else is said 
on behalf of the governed class: “In the last sense it rules itself."’^ 
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This is no longer the authentic gospel. It is Gaetano Mosca's 
seen in a new, brighter light. Not merely the reconciliation of 
democracy and aristocracy (in liberal disguise), it is—great music 
to our cars!—a clear reafErmation of the democratic faith that We, 
The People, indeed rule ourselves, although that is a fact not always 
easy to discover. 


The Debate Goes On 

Guido Dorso expressed the cautious optimism of a nation which 
had just emerged from fascist domination and wartime occupation 
into what looked like a new era of democratic freedom tempered 
by bold leadership. One may wonder whether Dorso would still 
write in the same vein today. But, then, he might, because his Italy 
has still a long way to go before she will have reached the stage 
of mass civilization. 

Contemporary England, on the other hand, has become one 
gigantic suburbia without the benefit of the economic dynamism 
of its counterpart in America. 'I’hat fact perhaps explains the 
remarkable urgency which characterizes the debate of elites and 
elitism among the hhiglish intelligentsia, l)oth of conservative and 
laboritc persuasion. I’hc reaction for the most part is one of recoil 
from elitist ideas. So one reads, for instance, in the most distinguished 
English literary review, which only some years ago found very kind 
words for Gaetano Mosca's particular brand of aristocratic liberalism, 
a rather trenchant attack on theorists, all theorists, of the elite, 
particularly of “power elites’'-an attaek which almost amounts to 
a declaration of love for, of all people, Karl Marx. And this in an 
organ of unquestionably conservative leanings. The occasion is a 
review of C. Wright Mills’ new book. Not only is he made to 
suffer the supreme ignominy of being treated as one more elitist, 
albeit a most radical one—what is worse, he is not even given a fair 
hearing. “The elite theory,” one reads, “seeks to identify those who 
actually rule. It is an altogether less refined and less far-reaching 
instrument than the class theory which, whatever abuses and exag¬ 
gerations occurred in its application, sought to explore the social 
and economic basis of the whole group from which the rulers were 
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drawn and in whose behalf they acted.” But, is not Mills’ argument 
precisely that the new “power elites” draw their strength from the 
key institutions they control and that they no longer have to act 
responsibly on behalf of anyone? 

The necessary reappraisal of both the old class and the newer elite 
theories is carried on with particular vigor in the pages of another 
British journal. 'I'herc one finds the young Labour M.P., Anthony 
Crosland, addressing himself to the problem of an elite of intellectual 
merit. He flatly states that “people do not want to be ruled by a 
select elite. To be sure, an aristocracy of talent is an obvious improve¬ 
ment on a hereditary aristocracy... [But] any selection must in 
practice be based on a limited number of more or less known and 
measurable aspects of character.” Now, “why should [intelligence] 
be singled out for such an exceptional treatment?” Crosland asks. 
“Why should no marks be given for saintliness, generosity, compas¬ 
sion, humor, beauty, assiduity, continence, or artistic ability?” This is 
what the writer calls “the fundamental ethical case against any elite 
or aristocracy.” 

Crosland’s and the Times writer’s viewpoints arc combined in an 
essay by Peregrine Worsthornc, who exclaims: “An upper class may 
feel superior and a lower class may feel inferior; but how much more 
rigid and unfraternal would a society be in which those at the 
top not only felt but were superior and those at the bottom not 
only felt but were inferior—and knew it! 'Phe very evils of a society 
stratified by money or birth at least avoid the worst danger of all—a 
society dominated by men whose privileges arc invulnerable because 
entirely deserved.” 

The new elite rejecting the idea of elites: this is, at least to this 
writer, a good omen. 



SUPPLEMENT 

lUK FINAL VERSION OF 
TUK rilEORY OF THE RULING CLASS 

by Gaetano Mosca * 


'i'hc two traditional classifications of the forms of government arc 
those of Aristotle and Montesquieu. The former distinguished be¬ 
tween monarchies, aristocracies, and democracies, depending on 
whether sovereign power was vested in a single person, a restricted 
class, or in the totality of the citizens. Montesquieu defined as des¬ 
potic those regimes in which the power of the sovereign was un¬ 
restrained by any custom, local or class privilege, or his own law; a 
monarchy, he said, was a state in which the ruler was subject to those 
restraints, and all organizations with iion-hercditary heads of state 
he labeled as republics of the democratic or aristocratic type, de¬ 
pending on whether sovereignty belonged to all or only a part of 
the citizens. 

These classifications have this common defect, that they arc based 

* 'I'liis is a translation of the fortieth (last) chapter of the author’s Storia 
delle dottrinc politichc of (sec above, Chapter ii). Reproduced by special 
permission of l)r. Bernardo Nlosc'a, Rome. 

I^’ootnotes omitted, except one which has been incorporated in the text. 
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on observation of a single moment in the evolution of political 
organisms. In the case of Aristotle, the model was tlie Greek polis 
of the fifth and fourth centuries b.c.; Montesquieu considered only 
the conditions which existed in the Europe of his time, when Venice, 
Genoa, and Switzerland did not have a hereditarj^ chief of stale, 
when France was governed by a monarchy which to a certain extent 
was limited by custom, a relatively independent judiciarj^ and by 
the privileges of the upper classes and the corporations, and 'I’lirkcy 
was ruled by a unique despot who, apparently, did as he pleased. 
Between the lines, the author of The Spirit of the Laws let it be 
known that his ideal was the tempered monarchy as it existed at the 
time in England. 

Tlie other, more important, defect of the two traditional classifi¬ 
cations is the superficiality of the criteria on which they arc based. 
'Ihey take into account the formal rather than the really substantial 
differences between the various political organisms. Speaking of 
Montesquieu, it is not difficult to prove that there is more dissimilar¬ 
ity between the governments he calls republics than between some 
of them and certain monarchies. For instance, the United States 
has today surely less in common with the French Republic than the 
latter has with the Kingdom of Belgium; it is hardly necessary to 
mention the great differences between the republics of our time 
and those of medieval times or of antiquity. If we consider Aristotle’s 
scheme, we see at once that it is quite impossible for one man to 
rule over millions of subjects without the assistance of a hierarchy 
of officials or a ruling class, and equally impossible for a democracy to 
function without a coordinating and directing body which again 
will be an organized minority, another ruling class. 

'Fodav, a whole new method of political analysis attempts to 
draw attention to that very fact; its major purpose is to study the 
formation and organization of that ruling stratum which in Italy 
is bv now generally known by the name of political class—i\n expres¬ 
sion which together with the term elite, used by Pareto, begins to 
find international acceptance. 

To be exact, the method is not altogether new, for the importance 
of, and the need for, a ruling class had already been intuitively 
recognized in isolated instances in antiquity, and later by such men 
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as Machiavelli, Guicciardini, and Rousseau. Even more authors had 
that intuition in the nineteenth century, foremost among whom was 
Saint'Simon. But it was only toward the end of that century and 
afterwards that the new vision became diffused. 

One of the first results of the new method was the notion of what, 
since 1883 , has been known as the political formula^ meaning that 
in all societies, be their level ever so medioere, the ruling class will 
justify its power by appealing to some sentiment or credence generally 
accepted in that period and by that society, such as the presumed 
Popular or Divine Will, the notion of a distinct nationality or 
Chosen People, traditional loyalty toward a dynasty, or confidence 
in a man of exceptional qualities. 

Of course, every political formula must reflect the specific intel¬ 
lectual and moral maturity of the people and the epoch in which 
it is adopted. It must closely correspond to the particular conception 
of the world prevailing at that time in that particular society, in order 
to cement the moral unity of all the individuals who compose it. 

Any indication that a political formula has become '‘dated,” that 
the faith in its principles has become shaky, that the ardent senti¬ 
ments which once inspired it have begun to cool down is a sign that 
serious transformations of the ruling class are imminent. The French 
revolution came when the great majority of Frenchmen ceased to 
believe in the divine right of kings, and the Russian revolution 
broke out when virtually the whole intelligentsia, and perhaps also 
the majority of the Russian workers and peasants, had stopped 
believing that the Tsar had received the right from God to govern 
Holy Russia autocratically. 

Vice versa, when a political formula is in harmony with the men¬ 
tality of the epoch and in tune with the prevailing sentiments of 
the nation, its utility is undeniable: it often serves as a check on the 
power of the ruler and ennobles somewhat the subjection of the 
ruled, making it appear less the result of merely brute coercion. 

Given the fact that a ruling class is necessary to the functioning of 
all political organisms, it is evident that the study of political 
phenomena must focus upon the examination of the various ways 
in which the ruling class is formed and organized. 

As concerns organization, one may say that, up to now, three types 
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existed: the feudal, the bureaucratic, and the third, less frequent 
but with an impressive intellectual heritage and quite important in 
its times, the Greek-Italian city-state. 

The system which, in accord with the historical tradition, we call 
feudal is the simplest and most primitive of the three. It is also 
the least satisfactory because it rarely succeeds in co-ordinating all 
the forces of a people in pursuit of one and the same end, in peace 
or war. Its main characteristic is the fragmentation of the state into 
small parts, in each of which the representative of the supreme 
lord appropriates to himself all sovereign powers. 'I'hat is what liai> 
pened in medieval Europe when the baron was at the same time the 
military chief and the chief civil magistrate and also had the right 
to levy taxes and all kinds of tributes in his fief. 

The result was to make each part of the state so independent of 
the center that complete secession became relatively easy. Accord¬ 
ingly, the unity of any feudal state and the cohesion between its 
component parts could be maintained only when the central organ 
was administered by a superior ruler of enough prestige and energy 
to overawe the local chieftain, or else when the national sentiment 
was sufficiently developed to hinder the dismcinberinent of the state, 
as was the case in Japan prior to the Tokiigaxm Shoginis early in the 
eighteenth century. 

The bureaucratic system is characterized by the fact that tlic 
governmental functions arc distributed not geographically but ac¬ 
cording to their nature. *^1110 military tasks thus become separated 
from the administrative-judicial duties, and these from financial 
operations. Each attribute of sovereignty is now entrusted to as 
many special hierarchies of officeholders, each of which receives its 
impulse from the central organ of the state. With the various 
activities of government distributed among different persons, the 
action of the small group which presides over the state becomes much 
more efficient and secure; conversely, there is little chance for any 
part to break away and achieve independence from the state. 

The ancient oriental monarchies and the Mohammedan states 
usually retained a feudal character. In contrast, we can find in 
ancient Egypt traces of an evolution toward state bureaucracy. 
Bureaucratization can be likewise ascertained during the happier 
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periods of Chinese civilization, although the provincial governors 
retained great power. Kven greater was the independence of the 
Persian satraps, and there is no doubt that excessive local inde¬ 
pendence was one of the main causes of the, relatively rapid, dis¬ 
solution of the Caliphate of Baghdad and of the Moghul empire. 

Tlic transition from the feudal to the bureaucratic stage is usually 
quite slow. A typical example is the development of France, where 
the struggle between central monarchy and feudalism lasted almost 
seven centuries, from Hugh Capet to Louis XIV. Disintegration 
of a bureaucratic state is rarer than the dissolution of a feudal 
organism, but when it happens, as for instance in the case of the 
Western Roman Empire in the fifth century a.d., the collapse is 
likely to be more complete and more enduring than that of a feudal 
system, and the breakdown of the political machinery will be ac¬ 
companied by a change of the moral forces and by the deterioration 
of the economic strength which that society had previously enjoyed. 

We have already mentioned the characteristics that distinguished 
the old city-states of Greece and Rome from the two other types of 
governmcnt-“Characteristics which can also be discovered in the 
medieval communes rising throughout Western Europe after looo 
A.D. In these as in the old city-states the ruling class was, at least in 
appearance, very large, including (given the short tenure and the 
fast rotation of all public offices) a good-si/cd portion of the 
citizenry. In fact, however, the important offices were almost always 
controlled by the members of a certain number of illustrious families. 
That was particularly so in Rome; in Greece the democratic current 
triumphed in imposing absolute equality on all the citizens, but the 
accompanying civil wars, and the spoliation of the rich that went 
with them, prepared the ground for the formation of tight oligarchies, 
which in turn produced the tyrant. 

In the medieval commune, too, the most important offices were 
as a rule reserved for the heads of the major craft guilds or, as in 
Venice, for a certain number of distinguished families. Where such 
a power concentration in a limited group did not occur, the com¬ 
mune almost invariably gave way to a sfgnorfa, the equivalent of the 
ancient tyranny. 
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It is a well-known fact that hardly ever did the old polis or the 
medieval commune manage to extend its boundaries and at the 
same time keep intact the principles on which the state was based. 
Only the political wisdom of Rome could partly overcome that 
difficulty, but when her dominion had expanded to all corners of the 
Mediterranean, even Rome was finally forced to adopt a bureau¬ 
cratic form of government. 

Still, the strength and the resilience of the city-state in an emer¬ 
gency surpassed by far the limitations of its size, 'riius Athens, after 
having lost all but a few of the forty thousand men sent on the 
ill-fated Sicilian expedition, remained strong enough to withstand 
the Peloponnesian League for almost another decade. Rome’s im¬ 
mense losses did not prevent her from winning the first and second 
Punic wars, and Pisa, which in the thirteenth century never had 
more than eighty thousand inhabitants, suffered no less than five 
thousand casualties and eleven thousand prisoners in the battle of La 
Meloria alone. I’hc Athenian, Florentine, Venetian contributions to 
the arts and sciences arc too well known to require more than a 
brief mention. 

The intellectual influenee exerted by this form of government 
was, in coiijunctioii with some other factors, favorable to the 
evolution of that type of soeial and political organization which 
may be called liberal, in distinction from that other type which may 
be labeled autocratic. 'Lhc main characteristic of the liberal system 
consists in the fact that in it power is transmitted from the bottom 
to the top. 'Lhat is, the functionaries are elected by the citizens who 
subsequently arc expected to obey them, whereas in the autocratic 
system the supreme chief appoints his immediate aides who in turn 
appoint the lower officials. 

The last-named system was in force in the old oriental monarchies, 
the Moslem states, the Roman and Byzantine empires and, with 
certain limitations, also in the Western Furopcaii monarchies from 
the sixteenth to the early nineteenth century. As examples of the 
liberal regime we may list, in addition to the ancient city-states and 
medieval coinimincs, the various republican governments and par¬ 
liamentary monarchies, although they may as well be classified as 
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a mixed type, since their bureaucracies, which control a good part 
of the effective power, arc almost always recruited along autocratic 
lines. 

In general, the autocratic regimes may be said to have a greater 
staying power than the liberal regimes. The organism of the latter 
is so delicate that it will function only under suitable conditions, 
preferably in periods of economic prosperity and of great intellectual 
flowering. It would be naive to assume that the regimes called 
liberal are actually based, as their political formula claims, on the 
explicit consent of the popular majority. As I have demonstrated 
elsewhere, the electoral contest takes place between organized mi¬ 
norities controlling the disorganized majority of voters, who may 
choose between a small number of candidates presented by those 
minorities. 

Still, the necessity to make a bid for the allegiance of the vast, 
unorganized majority obliges each of those groups to adapt itself, 
if only in appearance, to the thoughts and sentiments prevailing 
among the masses. That necessity sometimes enables liberal regimes 
to display an amazing vigor, but it has also the effect of forcing the 
ruling class to play up to the great majority of people who arc less 
aware of the true interests of the society. And that is why the greatest 
threat to liberal institutions conics from the extension of the suffrage 
to the most uncultured strata of the population. 

Even more important than the examination of the various types of 
ruling class organization is the study of the various methods by 
which ruling classes arc recruited. What eritcria are they using to 
admit some individuals while keeping out the rest? 

Tlic predominant criterion, all but indispensable to the formation 
of a ruling class, is the ability to rule. It is, as Saint-Simon already 
knew, the sum of all the personal characteristics most appropriate 
to the direction of a certain people in a certain period. Add to it 
the will to rule and the conviction of possessing the right qualities 
-—qualities which undergo continuous change as the conditions of 
each people in intellectual, moral, economic, as well as in military 
matters change continuously, with the result that each people's 
political and administrative arrangements also need appropriate 
modifications. 
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These modifieations may take plaee gradually, in wliieh ease the 
new elements who infiltrate the ruling elass will not effect a radical 
change in its attitude and strueture. If, on the eontrarj^, the changes 
in the composition of the ruling class take place in a tumultuous 
and rapid fashion, the replacement of the old minority by the new 
elements may be almost completed in the course of one or two 
generations. In the first case, the prevailing influence is, as we 
called it elsewhere, the aristocratic tendency; in the second it is the 
one which we called the democratic. 

It is rather difficult if not impossible to nullify completely cither 
one of these two tendencies. The absolute predominance of the 
aristocratic tendency would presuppose that the ideas and conditions 
of human association never change; experience shows the absurdity 
of that assumption. On the other hand, the democratic tendency 
could absolutely triumph only on condition that the sons would 
not inherit the means, contacts, and advantages in training which 
enabled their progenitors to capture all the choice positions. 

The private ownership of land and capital has been regarded as 
the major cause responsible for the hereditary nature of political 
control. Now I shall not deny the modicum of triiih contained in 
that assertion. But we have already seen, to our satisfaction, that 
the state control of the means of production would leave the admin¬ 
istrators of the state—who arc sure to be a minority—in a position 
where they should be able to combine all economic and political 
power in their hands and to appropriate the largest share in such 
a manner as would advance the career of their own sons and i^roteges. 

In the remote past, rapid and almost complete renewals of the 
niling class took place not infrequently in the wake of an irruption 
of barbaric tribes which had not yet found a fixed habitat. Ibey 
established themselves in the conquered country and supplanted 
there the previous rulers. Very often the success of the invaders was 
due to the discord and the decadence of the old dominant minority, 
and almost always to the apathy, sometimes to the connivance, of 
the lower class in the invaded territory. 

These political cataclysms were not at all rare events in the oriental 
empires of antiquity. The Mesopotamian civilization suffered several 
of them, and the havoc which the Ilyksos w'orked in h'gypt is a 



390 The Myth of the Ruling Class 

well-known story. Invasions of the same type were, at various inter¬ 
vals, the ruin of the Chinese and Indian civilizations; the fall of 
Rome and the invasions of the Arabs and Turks are all part of the 
same chronicle. 

With the progress of civiliziition, the zone populated by barbarians 
became more and more restricted, while the densely settled areas of 
industrious, peaceful agriculturcrs and artisans increased apace. A 
much improved technology put into their hands weapons of defense 
which had not been available against the raiders led by Genghis 
Khan and Tamerlane. Catastrophes caused by external forees have 
thus become more and more unlikely, if not utterly impossible. 

In our time, the violent convulsions of the social order are the 
product of internal factors. The ruling class, attacked by a political 
force from below, disintegrates. Instead of invasions, we have today 
revolutions. It will suffice to mention here the great h'rcnch revolu¬ 
tion; what took place in Japan between 1853 '^cll be 

called a revolution too. And there is finally the Russian revolution, 
the most violent of all. But no matter how violent and whatever the 
causes of the cataclysms that revolutionize the composition and the 
structure of the ruling class, almost invariably some elements, more 
or less numerous, of the old ruling class will enter the ranks of the 
new. 

From an objective study of historical events one may draw this 
conclusion: The best regimes, that is, those lasting a long time and 
able to avoid the violent convulsions which have plunged mankind 
back into barbarism, arc the mixed regimes. We call them mixed 
because in them neither the autocratic nor the liberal principle rules 
supreme, and the aristocratic tendency is tempered by a gradual but 
continuous renewal of the ruling class, enabling it thus to absorb the 
better elements into its ranks. But in order that such a regime may 
long endure, conditions must exist which not even the wisest legisla¬ 
tor can create by fiat. The necessary multiplicity and balance of the 
ruling forces, if they arc to function well, require a highly civilized 
community. Also, the church ought to be separated from the state; 
economic decisions must not be monopolized by the political deci¬ 
sion-makers; the means of violence must never be controlled by any 
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single faetion of the people; last, men of eultural and teelmieal ae- 
eomplishment ought to be given aceess to the ruling elass. 

But more is needed: a great deal of edueation, which is always a 
slow process, and long experience in devising the most practical 
means of domesticating the base instincts which so often arc joint 
to the will to power—instincts which again and again reasserted 
themselves after a protracted period of political and social peace, just 
when they seemed to be extinct forever. 
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7. Ibid., pp. 12-15. 

8. Ibid., pp. 15-31. 

9. Ibid., pp. 31-39. 

10. Ibid., p. 46. 

11. Ibid., p. 51. 

12. Ibid., p. 57. 

13. Ibid., pp. 62-63. 

14. Ibid., p. 64. 

13. Sec n. 16 to Chap. 9 of this study. 

16. ST. p. 73. 

17. Ibid., p. 69. 

18. Ihid., pp. 74-75. 
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Philosophy (New York 1945); A. R. M. Murray, An Introduction to Political 
Philosophy (London, 1953); Abraham Kaplan (with Harold D. Lasswell), 
Power and Society (New Haven, 1950). 

3. Morris R. Cohen, “'I'he Conception of Philosophy in Recent nisciission," 
in Studies in Philosophy and Science (New York, 1949), pp. 41, 38. 

4. Leo Strauss. Political Philosophy of Hobbes (London and New ^'ork, 1936); 
J). G. James, ‘Pile Life of Reason (London, 1949). 

5. “Encore quclques mots sur 'Le Prince* de Machiavclli," Revue fran^aise 
de sciences poliiiques, XLVIIl (1925), 481-509, XLIX (1926), 5-27. In 
Italian published as “II Principe di Machiavelli qnattro secoli dopo la morte del 
.suo autore," in Nfosca, Saggi di storia della scienza polifica (Rome, 1927). 

6. Snl)title of James Burnham, The Machiavellians (New York, 1943). 

7. I he Prince, Chap. XIX, in The Prince and the Discourses (Mod. Lib. 
cd.; New York), pp. 69 f. 

8. Burnham, op. cit., pp. 29, 30, 31. Cf. Chap. 11 of this study. 

9. Burnham, op. cit., pp. 38-39. 

10. Ibid., p. 31. 

11. Ibid., pp. 40, 41. 

12. Ibid., pp. 51-32. The Prince, in op. cit., pp. 66-67, 

13. Burnham, op. cit., p. 52; Disc., Bk. I, Chap. 44 {op. c/f., p. 228). 

14. Burnham, op. cit., pp. 33-54; ^ 37 four edition, p. 260, 

reads dilTercntly; .see the following di.senssioii in the text, p. 26S. 

15. Burnham, op. cit.. p. 35; Disc., Bk. 1 . Chap. 58 {op. cit., pp. 262-63). 

16. Burnham, op. cit., p. 58; Disc., Bk. IT, Chap. 13 {op. cit., p. 318). 

17. Burnham, op. cit., pp. 60, 61; The Prince, Chaps. XVllI and XXV 
{op. cit., pp. 63 ff., 91 ff.). 

18. Burnham, op. cit., pp. 62, 63 {Hist, of Florence, Book V). 

19. Disc., Bk. I, Chap. 37 {op. cit., p. 260K 

20. Buniham, op. cit., p. 69. 

21. Ibid., p. 70. 

22. Ibid., p. 71; Disc., lik. I, Chap. 4 {op. cit., p. 119). 

23. Disc., Bk. I. Chap. 4 {op. cit., p. 119). J. W. Allen, A History of 
Political Thought in the Sixteenth Century (3d cd.; London, 1951), p. 461. 

24. The Prince, Chap. XIX {op. cit., p. 69). 

25. Disc., Bk. I, Chaps. 2, 7, 50. 



Notes to Pages 270-284 415 

26. Antonio Gramsci, Note sul Machiavelli (rurin, 1952), p. 1^. Gramsci 
wrote this in 1932, in a Fascist prison where he died in 1935. 

27. “Cicero, De Republica, 111 , 13.“ Cited from Jose Ortega y Ciasset, Con¬ 
cord and Liberty, trails. Helene Weyl (New York, 1946), pp. 14-15. 

28. Gramsci, op. cit., p. 3. 

29. Janies Burnham, The Managerial Revolution (New York, 1941). 

30. Max Lerner, Introduction to The Prince and the Discourses (Mod. Lil). 
ed.; New York, 1940), p. xxxvi. 

31. RC, pp. 202-3. 

32. See above, n. 5. (Mo.sca’s Machiavelli essay will hereafter be identified by 
the symbol MM; page numbers will refer to the two issues of the iMcneh 
review in which the essay ran, marked according to their \ears of appearance.) 

33. MM (1925), p. 483, n. 1. About Ferrari, see 11. 32 to Chap, ii of this 
study. Alfredo Oriaiii, Finn a dogali (Bari, 191S). 

34. MM (1925), p. 498. 

35. Ibid., p. 500. 

36. Ibid., p. 501. 

37. MM (1926), p. 12. 

38. Ibid., p. 13. 

39. T his passage from Mosca’s article on Machiavelli in the Kncyelopacdia of 
the Social Sciences (IX, 656) sums up most succinctly thoughts expressed at 
greater length in “Quelcpies mots .. 

40. MM (1926), p. 14. 

41. Ibid., p. 15. 

42. Ibid., pp. 16-17. 

43. Allen, op. cit., p. 447. Lerner, op. cit., xl. 

44. Allen, op. cit., p. 448. 

45. Toynbee, A Study of History, III, 306. 

46. MM (1926), p. 17. 

47. Cassirer, op. cit., p. 183. 

48. MM (1926), pp. 17-18. 

49. Vhe Prince, (]hap. Ill (op. cit., pp. 7 9). 

50. MM (1926), pp. 18-21. 

51. Ibid., pp. 21-22. 

52. rite Prince, Chap. X\^II (op. cit., p. 61). 

53. MM (1926), p. 22. 

54. Ibid., p. 23. 

55. Disc., Bk. I, Chap. i8 (op. cit., p. 171). 

56. MM (1926), p. 23. Cf. \iein Kampf (New York, 1939), Ft. I, Chap. \'I. 

57. MM (1926), p. 24. 

58. Ibid. 

59. Ibid., p. 25. About the Machiavelli legend, see Cassirer, op. cit., pp. 
144-60. 

60. MM (1926), p. 26. 

61. Ibid., p. 27. 

62. The Prince, Chap. XV'' (op. cit., p. 56). 

63. Ibid., Chap. XVIII (op. cit.. p. 64). 



416 Notes to Pages 285-295 

64. For a recent interpretation (at variance with the one given in the text) 
of Machiavelli as a doctrinaire who wrote an operational code, see Herbert Butter¬ 
field's brilliant essay, The Statecraft of Machiavelli (New York, 1956), p. 115. 

65. RC, pp. 50, 329. 


Chapter 13 

1. “L'utopia di Tommaso Moro ed il pensiero cominiinista inodcrno,” 
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